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A.LETIER — the Trinity, 


and the Athanaſtan 


ed. 


CHAEI 
The Introduftion. 


® 
Gentlemen ; 


Is Shall make no Apology for propo- 
ſivg theſe Difficulcies to you : for 
as it is my Duty to get the beſt 
Light and Information I' can, to 
promote my eternal Happineſs ; ſo 

ic is yours (who are beſt able) co give me 

alf the Help and Afiſtance you can. Could 

I have farisfied my ſelf by reading what our 

Divines (who ſo extreamly claſh with one 

another) have written on this SubjeRt, I 

ſhould not have given you nor my ſelf this 

Trouble. ſy —_ 

2. To on more freely to 
comply ui takes, you will have an 
Opporruniry nor only to ſatisfy me, but alſo 
2 great Number of pious Men, who are 
affeRted with the ſame Doubts, which are 
occafioned in a great meaſure by the great 
Difference and Diviſions that-are amongſt 
the Clergy about the Dodtrine of the Trini- 
ry3 who (iris true) agree. in affirming that 
Dorine is a Fundamenral Article, and that 
Mens Salyation depends. upon believing. a- 
right concerning the Perſons, yet they ex- 
treamly differ about the meaning of the 
word Perſon, without the knowing of which 
it is impoſſible to apprehend what the Three 
are. 

3- A Man thar is obliged co believe a 
thing,. muſt firſt know whar it is before he. 


can believe it, otherwiſe he may be obliged 
i - knows not what; ir being 1im- 
ible ro believe any thing concerning em 
ty Sounds, or Words that have no Ideas 
'd to them, One can neither affirm ar 
deny, believe or disbelieve a Propoſition 
that he does not underſtand ;.- ir is impoſlible 
to afert ſomewhat of nothing, and what he. 
has no Idea of js nothing to him: One may - 
as well be obliged to do a thing when he - 
knows not what he is to do, ws to believe 
when he cannot apprehend what he is to - 
believe. To this it may be faid, We are 
obliged to believe there $ a: God, tho he- 
is infinitely above our Apprehenſijon... I an- 
ſwer, We are not required to believe mare - 
of God than we can conceive of him, nor. 
is it poſſible, becauſe Belief is nothing elſe: 
bur the ſuppoſing the Idea's we have 
thing are truce. and. where we have nv 
Idea's, there is no SubjeR-for us to exerciſe 


our Bclief vu If we did not G—_ 
SE DT SEES: 
all-g werful, all-wiſe Being ? 1 . 
thing be ſo far a Myſtery as to be hid Dow 
Human Lind ing, it- is. impoflible to - 
believe ic: A' Man may believe there are 
—_— y — = ——_ _ 
lieve thoſe very Myſteries, as long as 

continue ſuch, If Belief could be had wirhy- 

A.2.. out- 


tae fo at HV 


' out Knowledg, Beaſts might be as capable 
of ic as Men : From whence it is evident, 
that a Man that has no Idea at all, nor no 
rrue one of the three Perſons, is no more 
capable of believing aright concerning them, 
than a blind Manis of Colours, And if we 
will believe ſome of our eminent Church» 
men, the utmoſt Knowledg we can have of 
them, 1s like that of a blind Man, who may 
believe there is ſomewhat called Colours, 
tho he knows nor what 3 ſo may we believe 
thar the Perſons are not meer nothings, bur 
three ſomethings, tho what we can nowiſe 
conceive. 

4+ Buris not this to ridicule the Chriſtian 
Religion, and render it moſt abſurd and irra- 
tional, in obliging People ro pur cheir Truſt 
in three they know nor whart, and to pay Di- 
vine - Worſhip to each of them, when the 
meer Lighe of Nature obligeth Man nor to a- 
dore for God any thing, but whac he believes 
ro be an Omniſcient and an Omnipotenc 
Being, both able ro know and relieve his 
 Wants,and accept his Thankſgivings? To pay 
Divine Worſhip ro #ny thing clſe is Idolatry ; 
burro worſhip they know not what, or can 
frame no Idea of,is the worſt of all Idolatries. 
To oblige People ro worſhip three, and nor 
ro let them know what To three are, is 
banrerivg inſtead of inſtruting them, tho 
In a matter of infinice Concern , it is to give 
them a Liberty tro take what they pleaſe 
| aq Ps rt ſtick ro the Number Three) 

r the Objeds of-rheir Worſhip, Bur it 
the three have any determinate Senſe, (as 
- there can be no doubr if there are three bur 
they have) ic muſt be Idclatry ro take them 
.1n any other ſenſe, becauſe 1t is direRting 
. our Worſhip to wrong ObjzeRs, -and ado- 
ring three thac we ought not to adore, and 
conſequently che Miſtake can be nocrhing 
leſs than Idolatry. 

s. And the Danger of falling into ic cannot 
bur be very great ſince there are ſo many 
wrobg Trinities, and more evcry day en- 
creaſing, Authors having ſuch diffcrenc Ide- 
2's of chem, rhat there are almoſt as many 
Trigities as Writers, cach having a new 


(4) 


one of his own z and their Trinities are not 
- divers, but oppoſite, as Properties 
and Eſſences, Modes and Minds, external 
Denomination and real Beings, &#c. 

6. They agree only in the ſame Words, by 
which they make their Parry and Number 
appear the more conſiderable; but on the 
account of their Diviſions and Subdiviſions, 
they are the moſt incenfiderable of all SeRs ; 
and cheir Differences had been much greater, 
had the Generality bur explained what they 
mean by Perſons, which they ſay muſt not 
be caken in its ordinary ſenſe, but whar other 


- they ſhould rake ir in, they are fo far from 


agrecing, that they are infivicely divided a- 
movgſt themſelves, ſcarce three that venture 
ro explain themſelves, being of che ſame 
Mind; and they that have publiſhed whar 
they ſuppoſed the three are, have fallen in- 
to groſs ContradiQtions, . platn Polytheiſm or 
Sabellianiſm: And this has not been made 
apparent by che Unitarians only, but by 
our own Writers themſelves, who have ſufh- 
ciently ſhown the Abſurdicies and Contra- 
ditions of one another-z and he that has 
the goed luck co write laſt, is ſere to cxpoſe 
thoſe who liad the Misfortune to handle this 
Subje& before him. x 

7. Whilſt cach condemns the ſeveral Ex- 
plications of the reft as eicher inconſiſtene 
with the Unity or che Trinicy,do they not all 
in their curtis (ay the Unirarians) bear wit- 
neſs that our Oppoſition ro the Trinicarian 
Dodrine is well grounded and reaſonable ? 
And is ir nct a grand Prclumprion that their 
Adverſarics are inthe wrong, fince chey de- 
ſtroy one another's Hyporheſes, bur raiſe 
none but what are liable co che like Ex- 
ceptions? and ought nor each Sed be lefs 
aſſuming, fince nor only the Lairar ians, buc 
all che orher Triairarians condemn them as 
guilty of paying Divine Worſhip to three 
to whom they ought not? And ought noc 
the Unicarians to be treated with more Mo- 
derarion, at leaſt, until cheir Adverfaries 
agree whether ir be a Trinity of Minds, 
Eſſences, Somewhats, Attributes, Faculties, 
Modes, External Denominationsy ec, = 

mul 


muſt advre? To puniſh rhem before we can 
rell or agree what it is they ought to be pu- 
niſhed for ( to ſay no worſe of ir) is very 
odd, and yer' in proſecuting them ' is the 
only ching the Trinicarians agree in, In 


tn, FY _y 
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their Exp'anations chey differ more and 
wider wich one anorher than chey do wici 


the Unicarians themſelves. Burt of char 


more hereafcer. 
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Reaſonings upon the Athanaſian Creed. 


|. Here is nothing, with Submiſſion to 

cheſe learned Writers who have ſo 
fnuch vexed this Controverſy, more unac- 
countable and abſurd, than their jangling 
and wrangling about che meaning of the 
word Prrſmn : ic is a great Argument they 
have forgor, or do not believe the Arhana- 
fian Creed, which faith, We ars compelled by 
the Chritiaz Verity to achnowledg every Perſon 
to be by himſelf God, And if a Perſon was 
any thiag bur God, or not the ſame with 
God, it wovld be Idolatry to worſhip him. 
E it not a Demonſtration thar thoſe that pay 
the higheſt Adoration to a Perſon, have no 
differenc Idea's of God and a Divine Perſon, 
bur by adoring him do acknowledg him to 
be God ? and 1s nor a Divine Perſon an Un- 
ereate, Erernal, incomprehenſible, Almighty 
Peing? And what is God bur ſuch a Being ? 
Vie cannot have an higher Idea of God 
than that he is ſuch a Perſon; and to frame 
any other, it maſt be'one that is lower, and 
conſequently Blaſphemy againſt God. Were 
there any thing more in God chan in a Divine 
Perſon, he could nor be God, kecauſe there 
would be ſomewhar warting in him ro make 
him God. Ina wecrd, if a Perſon be God, 
there can be no real Difference or Diſtin- 
Aion berwcen them; ſor no Beivg can be 
bee it (elf; ie is the ſame with ir (elf, and 
diſtin and afferent fromall others, And 
it 15 evi.icnr the Scriprure makes chem che 
fame : For H{,1.3. the Apoſtle calls Chrif 
the expreſs Image of God's Perſon : And Col. r. 
15. he calls lum the Image of the Ircifible 


God: which two places ſhew there is no 
more Difference between the Perſon of God 
and God, than there is beeween che Perſon 
of a Man and a Man. | 
9. If a Man is an Animal, all that is inthe 
Idea of Animal muſt be contained in that of 
Man, otherwiſe he could not be an Animai. | 
There is (ir is true) more in the Man, as Ra- 
rionality, which is wanting 1n the Animal : 
but I ſuppoſe they will not ſay the ſame con- 
cerning a Perſon, that he is God, and ſome- 
what more than God 3 eſpecially when they 
ay, that in the Idea of God is contain'd thae 
of three Perſons. Burt to ſpeak properly, 
truly and naturally, Man is no other Animal 
chan that which is rational, a Man is a ratio- 
nal Animal, and a rational Animal is a May 
they are convertible Terms, and are only 
different Words to expreſs the ſame Being. 
So a Divine Perſon and God are convertible 
Terms ; for there cannot be more in the 
Idea of God than of a Divine Perſon, be- 
cauſe he is God: And ir is as evident that 
there 15 noching contained in the Idea of a 
Divine Perſon that is not contained in that © 
God : To affirm the contrary, would be ſo 
far from making God three Perſons, that 
there would be ſomething wanting to make 
him one Perſon, Perſon is a Term which 
we give to all Intelligent Beings, eicher Man, 
Angcl or God: and as we have no differen 
Idea's of Man, and a Human Perſon, or of 
Angcl or Angelical Perſon, ſo we have the 
ſame Idea of God, and s Divine Perſon ; 
and Gvd is in Holy Wric deſcribed as a 
Perſon : 
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Perſon : and as the Father: (who is a Per- 
ſon) is God 3 ſo Ged, as appears by a great 
Numberof Texts,is a Perſon,viz. the Father. 
So that ir is evident, there is nothing more 
in the Idea of one than of the other, and 
that they are predicated of one another, 
and are convertible Terms, and only diffe- 
rent Words, which ſignify the Self-ſame 
all-perfe& Being. From whence ir is evi- 
dent, how abſurd it is to ſay a Divine Per- 
ſon is a Mode, an Attribute, a Property, or 
a Somewhat, &c.. 

10. Having,according to my weak Abiliry, 
vindicated rhe Honour of a. Divine Perſon, 
and cleared che Athanafian Creed from 
ſpeaking ſo contemptibly of him : I muſt. 
deſire of you ro inform me how it is poſſible, 
ſince God and a Divine Perſon are the very 
ſame Being,that here ſhould be three Perſons 
and but one God 3 is ir not ſaying that there 
are three Gods, and but one? or ar leaſt three 
Dri and but one God ? ſince there 1s no more 
Difference berween a Divine Perſon and 
God, than there is between God and Deus, 


To fay thateach Perſon by himſelf, char is 
ſingly and diſtio& from others, is God, and 
yetallthree rogerher are but one God, is ro 
fay a ſingle Perſon is and is nor God: It is 
ro ſay the Perſons are chree and one in the 


fame reſpeR, tix. God, becauſe che three 
and the one are the ſelf-ſame God. In af- 
firming God is three Perſons, and yer one 
Perſon is God, the very ſame God that 1s 
three Perſons, you affirm that there are 
three and not three Perſons contained in 
che Idea of God. And does not the Creed 
make it Damnation to believe any Diffe- 
rence or Diſtinion terwcen God and a fin- 
gle Perſon, becauſe char muſt be denying 
each Perſon is God ?- And'does it nor alſo 
wake it Damnation not to. believe a Diffe- 
rence, ray ſo great One as that three of che 
firſt are bur one of the laſt? ſo thac this 
good, charicavle Creed only damns all rhoſe 


that cannor believe a Divire Perſon 2s, and: 


1 net the ſame with Gad. Ina Word, God, 
Except at the ſame time he is three and nor 


three. Perſons, muſt eicher be three. or nor-. 


- three Perſons, 


ns. If he be not three Perſons, . 
then there iz an End of che Trinity; and if 
he be three, then a ſingle Perſon is nor 
God, becauſe God is three Perſons, A. 
Divine Perſon iscither an entire God, or a 
Parr, oran Attribute, or Property of God, . 
or ſomewhat thar is neither God, nor Part, . 
nor Property of God. If a Perſon be an- 
entire God, then there muſt be as many 
Gods as Perſons ;. but if bur a Part or At- 
tribute or Property of God, then cach Per- 
fon is not-God, becauſe only a Part or Pro- 
perty of God-; bur if he is neither God, 
nora Part nor Property of-God, no number 
of Perſons whatever can be God, Bur if 
the firſt Perſon, and that God who is called 
the Father, arc the ſame numerical Being, 
and if the ſecond Perſon is that God which 
is called the Son, and the third Perſon be 
the ſame with that God which js called the 
Spiric, are there not as many Gods as Per- 
ſons, ſince they are convertible Terms, and 
ſgnify the ſame Beings ?- How do you prove 
that there are three. —— Incomprehen- 
ſible Perſcns, but becauſe there are three, 
each of whom is an Almighty Incomprehen-- 
fible Perſon? Does not the ſame Argument. 
prove that there are three Gods, ſince 
there are three, each of whom is God? Is 
not God predicated of cach of the three as- 
well as Perſon? If chere are three Almighty- 
and Divine Perſons, there muſt- be three- 
Divinitics, . for the Divinities muſt be as- 
different, as the Divine Perſons are to- 
whom they belong, and three Diviniries 
neceſſarily infer three Gods, I humbly de-- 
fire to know the difference between three 
Gods, and three,.cach of: whom is God : if: 
one is one God, will it not follow that 
three that are diſtin& from one anorher, 
cach by himſelf God, arc three Gods? To- 
number three Divine Perſons, and to ſay. 
each is God, or. tro ſay they are three. 
Gods, is it-not only a different Way of 
expreſſing the\ſame things, and equally ins 
conſiſtent with both, to ſay there 1s but one 
God ? If one Erernal Almighty Perſon, as. 
for.inſtance. the. Father, . be one all-perfe&: 


BY 


God, to whom _ at all can be added, 
is it not down right Effrontry to deny three 
Much Perſons are three Gods ? If an Almigh- 
ty Perſon be mulriplied, muſt not God he fo 
too, except there are two Almighty Per- 
ſons, and neither of chem God? To affirm 
the Father is God, the Son is God, and the 
Spicic is God, and yer there is but one 
God, is it not to affirm there are three Gods 
'-in Number, and yer but one in Number. 

11. If theſe chings muſt not be called Cun- 
traditions, they muſt at leaſt be allowed co 
be unintelligible, and conſequently can never 
'be the Subje&-marrer of Belief.: and do nor 
People, like Parrots, repeat cheſe Propofiti- 
ons without apprehending them? Is it nor 
ſaying a thing, and then unſaying ir again, 
which is aying nothing at all ? If che laſt 
Clauſe is to be believed, the firſt cannot, be- 
-cauſe the laſt is a Negation of the firſt; and 
4f the firſt is ro be believ'd, for that very rea- 
ſon the laſt cannor. The Parts of any of theſe 
Articles,when conſidered by themſelves, it is 
caly ro apprehend ; as for inſtance, when [I 
ſay the Father is God, the Son is God, the 
Spiric is God, or that there are three Per- 
ſons each of whom is God, theſe Words are 
very intelligible, ſo are theſe, there 15 but 
'one God 3 bur when I join theſe roger! 
I only -contradidt my ſelf, and in ſo doing 
fay nothing at all. I then can apprehend 
no Senſe or Meaning in chem, and «conſe» 
quently they cannot be the Subje&t of my 
Belief, or of God's Revelation. 

12. For that can never be revealed unto 
Man, which he is nor capable of underſtand- 
ing; and if all muſt be damned thac do noc 
believe the Arhanaſjan Creed, the Compiler 
himſelf cannor avoid that Fate. 

' 13+ Inſhorr, canthere be a more abſurd 
Atrempt than to endeavour to prove there 
are three Divine Perſons, each of whom is 
God, and yet bur one God ? Becauſe the 
Arguments that prove chere is bur one God, 
muſt prove thar there js bur one Divine Per- 
ſon, becauſe God and a Divine Perſon are the 
ſame: and on the contrary, the Arguments 


that prove three Perſons, muſt proye three 
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ſelf, which is 


Goss, becauſe a Perſon is God. As to the 
laft, all the Anſwer I ever met with is, thar 
you do not ſay each is a God; ff weat- 
firmed that caclris a God, ic would bc, foy 
you, 4 manifeſt Corrravifticn to fav there 
1s but one God. Burt why may we nor ſay 
of ſeveral Divine Ferſons, thar each is a-Gocd, ' 
as ſay of ſeveral Humane Perſons, rhar cach 
is a Man; fince God and Man are Liniverſals, 
ard predicated of more Perſons than ore ? 
And each Divine Perſon is as much of him- 
ſelf God, as cach Humane Perſon is Man. 
To ſpeak improperly will by no Means ſolve 
che Contradictions, 

I 4. if the Father is an Infinite All-perfet 
Being,and if the Son is diſtin& from the Fa- 
ther, he muſt, ifhe be a God, be a Diſtin& 
Infinite, All-perfe& Being : for the ſame Be- 
ing can be noways diſtinct from himſelf, and 
certainly wo DiſtinR All-perfeR Beings arc 
two Diſhntt Gods, 

Is. Are not the Father and the Son Re- 
latives, and conſcquencly cannot ſubſiſt buc 
tn difterene Subje&s, and what SubjeRt has 
exch bur God? the Father is God, the Son 
1s God, and conſequently different Gods, 
becauſe different Divine Subjects. 

16, If the Son is the ſame God, as he 


ogerher 4s that begot a Son,he muſt beger a Son too, 


except the ſame God did, and did not begor 
a Son; burif he begor a Son, he begor him- 
begercing nothing at all, be- 
cauſe he himſelf muſt be before he could 
at, thar is beger himſelf, 

17, To ſuppoſe the Perſons the ſelf-ſame 
God, is wholly to confound them: becauſe 


then there could be no more diſtin&tion 
berween 


chem, than between the ſcl-ſame 

God and himſelf; and it would be as impoſ- 
fible to pray to one, and not to the others,as 
co pray and not to pray to the ſelf-ſame God, 
18. If God be three Perſons, and each 
Perfon is God, there muft be nine Perſons ; 
becauſe each ſingle Perſon muſt be three 
Perſons, otherwiſe he could nut be Cod, 
who is three Perſons ; yer all cheſe Perions 
noways differ from one Perſcn, one Perſon 
Þ one God, and the ſeyeral-Perſons are but 
te 


the fel-ſame God, end can be no more di- 

Ringuiſhed from one Perſon, than the ſelf- 

ſame God can be diſtinguiſhed from him- 

felf, becauſe the ſeveral! Perſors, and the 

_ Perſon and God, are the ſclf-ſame 
[0 


19. Letthe Terms Perſon and God ſignify 
whatever Men pleaſe, yer as long as they ſay 
thar cach of the Perſons is one God, and 
that the three Perſons are the ſame God, 
there can be n5 difference berween three 
Perſons and one, nor between firſt, ſecand 
and third Perſon, 

20, For thoſe things, according to the 
eommon Senſe of Mankind,are the ſame with 
themſelves, that are the ſame with a thicd ; 
and al! Knowledg, but intuicive, depends 
upon the Truth of it: for when by com- 
paring of rwo Ideas rogerher, their Agree- 
ment cannot be diſcovered, if they, by com- 
paring them with a third, are found to be 
che ſame with-ic, it is an evident Demon- 
firacion that they are the ſame amongſt 
themſelves ; ſo thar if the three Perſons, and 
one Perſon, and the firſt, ſecond and third 
Perſon are the ſame with God, (otherwiſe 
none of them could be God) they are rhe 
ſame with one another, only different Words 
co ſignify che ſame Being. To deny this is 
rodeny as certain a Demonſtration as can be, 
and ro affirm ir would be to deſtroy all in- 
ruitive Knowledg, becauſe by comparing, 
withour the Intervention of any third, rhe 
Idea's of one and three, of firſt, ſecond 
and third, their Difference is moſt evidently 
ſcen. 

21. On the contrary, if the Perſons are re- 
ally diſtin&, and each is- God, muſt nor each 
be God. diſtin& from rhe others? For no- 
thing wichourt- manifeſt Abſurdity can be 
diſtinaly predicated of three diſtin& Per- 
ſons, if ir do notdiſtinly belong to cach : 
and if the Father is God, . conſidered as di- 
ſtint from-che other rwo, and if each of 
the other-rwo is-diſtin& from him, and one 
another, will chere not be three diſtin 
Gods, and conſequently three divers and dif- 
ferent Gods ? For all diſtinaion, that is 
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more than nominal, ſuppoſerh ar leaſt « 


numerical Difference and Diverſity z and if 
God the Farther be not God the Son, nor 
God the Son God the Spirit, chere muſt 
be a numerical Difference between: themy 
which every one that can number three 
muſt needs know are three Gods; for one 
God, and one God, -and one God, none of 
which are the other, are chree Gods. 

22. To ſay they are three Perſons and bur 
one God, is a ſenſcleſs Evaſion ; becauſe God 
15 contained in the Idea of a Divine Perſon, 2 
Divine Perſon is God: If a Perſon is nor 
God, bur a Somewhat diſtin& and differenc 
from God, no number of Perſons whatever 
can be God. 

23+ Is irnor equally as abſurd to ſuppoſe 
three Infinite Perſons as three Gods ? And 
the ſame Arguments that demonſtrate rhe 
Impoſlibiliry of the one, equally demon- 
ftrare the Impoſſibilicy of the other. I defire 
to know but any one Argument that holds-in 
one caſe, that does nor in the other. Where 
is the Difference berween one God, and one 
Divine Perſon wich all che Divine PerfeRions 
inhering in him, and ſo berween three ſuch 
Perſons and three Gods ? 

24. To ſuppoſe three All-ſufficienc Perſons, 
is it not to ſuppoſe two Perſons to no end or 
purpoſe, becauſe one All-ſufficiene Perſon 
as well as one God, 1s ſufficient for all things 
whatever ? The Truth of this is ſo very evi- 
dent, that our Clergy are forced to confeſs- 
it; yer chey on pain of Damnation require 
chat we muſt believe. three ſuch Perſons, 
( For which of the Perſons is not All-ſuff+- 
cient? ) an All-ſufficient Father, and an All- 
ſufficient Son, and an All-ſufficjent Spiric. 
Whatſoever is neceflarily in Gud, muſt con- 
rain ſome Perfe&ion ; but whar PerfeRion js 
it for God ro be more than one All-ſufficienr 
Perſon? for if one is All-ſufficienc, the reſt 
muſt be uſcle(s: and ſuperfluous, and conſe- 
_— chere cannot be a.greater Afﬀront ro 


e Divine Nature, than to ſuppoſe two - 


fuch Perſons in it. Bur if ir bea Perfetion 
in God to be more Perſons than one, the 
more Perſons he is, the greater his PerfeRi- 

as 


ons are; and God who has Infinity of Per- 
 feQions, would be infinite in Perſcns 3 and an 
infinite Number will no more deſtroy the 
Unity of God than three. 

25. There cannot be ſuppoſed in God 
more Perſons than one,without ſuppoſing an 
infinite Number; for what Reaſon ſoever 
moved the firſt Perſon to beget rwo Perſons 
equal to himſelf, rhe ſame Reaſon (becauſe 
their Nature is the ſame ) muſt move the 
others to beger their Equals, and ſo on to 
Infinity. 

26. If the firſt Perſon produced two equal 
ro himſelf, it was no doubt an Eſſential Per- 
feRion of his Nature, otherwiſe he might 
have choſen whether he would have pro- 
duced them, and they, when produced, 
- would have had but a precarious dependent 
'Being, ſince they muſt depend upon his Will 
and Pleaſure for their continuance in Being, 
as well as for cheir Being. Bur if it be nor 
eſſential co the Nature of the Son and Spi- 
rit to produce more Perſons equal to them- 
ſelves, rheir Nature 15 not the ſame with the 
Father's, and they want PerfeRions that he 
has, or rather had; who ſince he now pro- 
. ducerh no Perſons equal to himſelf, has loſt 
a Perfetion thar is eſſential ro his Nature, 
and conſequently ceaſes ro be all perſe® : 
So that the Nature of the thing demonſtrates 


that there is not, nor can there be more. 


than one, All-ſufficient Perſon. 

27. To ſuppoſe three All-ſufficient Perſons 
in God, is to ſuppoſe God more than All- 
ſufficient; for if there he in God three ſuch 
Perſons, there muſt be in him three All- 
ſufficiencies, which 1s ſufficiently abſurd : 
for how can there be an Addition to all, or 
how can God be more than All-ſufficient ? 

28, Is it not a Contradicion to ſuppoſe 
three Infinites of the ſame ſorr, becauſe it is 
ſuppoſing infinite Addicion to infinite ? If 
ir is abſurd ro ſuppoſe more than one infi- 
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nite Space, why is it not as abſurd to ſup- 


' poſe more than cne infinite Perſon ? 


29. By what has been ſaid, ic is evident 
thar chree Divine Perſons can no more cxiſt 
than three Gods, and thar there is no real 
Difference between a Divine Perſon and 
God ; and it is as evident that the Church-in 
her Licurgy-and Creeds owns them to be the 
ſame: Yer when the Unitarians affirm you 
are guilcy of groſs Impiety of adoring three 
Gods, in paying Divine Worſhip to three 
Perſons, then you contradi& your ſelves, 
and deny that God and a Divine Perſon are 
che ſame, and ſay that by Perſon you mean a 
Fe ne ſcay quoi, Comewhar that is 1nconceive- 
able, as well as inexpreſſible. Nothing can 
be more diſingenuous, than to fay you do 
not apprehend what a Perſon is, when you 
conſtantly ſay chat che Farher, whom you 
mean by the firſt Perſon, is God, and fay 
the ſame of the ſecond and third Perſon, 

30. Bur this prevaricating can ſerve to no 
purpoſe ; for either a Divine Perſon and God 
are, or are not the ſame: if they are not the 
ſame, it is Idolatry to pay Divine Worſhip 
ro a Perſon, becauſe you pay Divine Wor- 
ſhip co a Somewhat that is noc God: Bur if 
God and Perſon are the ſame, the paying 
Divine Worſhip to the three Perſons is the 
worſhipping ot three Gods, becauſe three 
Gods and three Perſons are the ſame. 

31. The fame Argument will hold what- 
ever Name you give the three; nay, tho 
you are ſo very cautious as only ro ſay the 
Three, yet as long as you pay Divine Worſhip 
ro each, you own three Gods; becauſe the 
chree are three Objetts of Divine Worſhip: 
for when you worſhip one, you do nor wor- 
ſhip the other ewo, but each by himſelf; and 
you your ſelves own that nothing but God, 
wichour Idolatry, can be an Object of Divine 
Worſhip, and conſequently three ObjeRts of 
Divine Worſhip are three Gods, 
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32. T HE nexr thing that in; this Creed 

ſeems to be as difficulr ro be ap- 
prehended, as three Perſons and one God, 
is, that nor only a Father and a Son (which 
all Mankind agree do fignify not only 
ewo diſtint, bur rwo oppoſite ſubſtan- 


_ tial Beings ) but alſo a Spirir- proceeding 


from both, ( which demonſtrares rhac he is a 
Subſtance diRtin&from borh ) are- rhe ſelt- 
ſame ſubſtancial Being; or in other words, 
three Perſons, and one Subſtance. Bur this 
is only rhe Opinion of che Nominal Frini- 
rarians,ſuch as Dr.S— th,Dr.W--s. &c. bur the 
real Trinitarians,, who hold three real na- 
tural Perſons, ſuch as Fr. Sh. the Author of 
the 28 Propofitions, &c. tho they ſolemnly 
damn all that do not bclieve this Creed, do 
themſelves aſſert as many Subſtances as Per- 
ſons 3 but of. the difference between them, 
I ſhall have occaſion to ſpeak hereafter. 

33- If one Perſon be.nor a Subſtance, no 
Number of Perſons (that are nor ſubſtan- 
tial) can be a. Subſtance, But if a Perſon 
be a Subſtance, there muſt be. three Sul- 
ſtances,. becauſe Subſtance is contained in 
the Idea of Perſon, ard conſequently as 
many Subſtances: as. Perſons. All rhat we 

prehend of a Divine Perſon-1s, thar he js 
the SubjeR in which «ll che Divive Artribures 
exiſi, that he is (as- the Creed declares) 
Almighty, Ecrcrual, &c. which 1s the ſame 
we a, prehiend of che Divine Subſtance : tho 
we uſe the ward Perſon. rather than Sub- 
flance; yer all. we perceive by either of 
them, or of the Uivine Nature, Etlence, 
God, orany othcr word we call the Supream 
Beirg Ly, is. that they are che Subje in 
which che Pivine Attributes inliere, and 
are only diff. rent words to expres the Dir 
vine Bcing by. 
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Of the Nominal Trinitarians. 


34- Bur ir is ſaid, tho a Perſon is a Sub- 
ſtance, yer there 1s but one Subſtance, be- 
cauſe each Perſon js this one Subſtance, 
Bur if the Father is this one Suiſtance, how 
can the Son, who is notthe Father, and con- 
ſequenfly nor char ſubſfancial Being which 
is the Father; be this Subſtance ? Or how 
can che Spirir, who js neicher of rheſe ſub. 
ſtancial Beings, be ir? Is it not co fay the 
firſt Perſon is the Divine Subſtance, then to 
deny jt by ſaying the ſecond 1s, and ro de- 
ny that too, by ſaying rhe third js, which 
is nothing Iſs than a Trinity of Conra- 
ditions ? 

35. They cenfeſs jt is a ContradiQiion to 
ſay, that the ſame Subſtance 1s in three crea- 
red Peings, but they ſay it may be other- 
wiſe in uncrearted or infinite Beings, becauſe 
the Reaſon 1s nor the ſame between Finite 
and Infinite Beings 3 and ler the Socinians 
(fay they) prove, if they can, that the ſelf- 
ſame infinire Subſtance cannor be in three 
Perſons : So far Tam of their Y.ind, rhar it is 
a hard thing to prove it, fo ir.is any ſelf- 
evident - Prupofition. It contradias our 
cleareſt Idea's, ro ſuppoſe che ſame nume- 
rical Subſtance that: ts in cne Perſon to be 
at the ſame-rime-1n another; and we can as 
liccle apprehend what we mean, wlitn we 
ſay rl;e ſame numerical Subſtance conſticurcs. 
three infinite Perſons, as when we ſay the 
ſame Subſtance conſticurcs rhree finice Fer- 
fons : Is not the Rcafon the- ſame bctween 
an infinice Perſon and an infinite Su\ſtarice, 
as between a mite Perſon and a finite Sy- 
ſtarce? Docs rot the Iica of an infinite 
Perſon comprehicnd rhe litca of an ii finice 
Subſtance, as well as tie itca of a fivite 
Pcrfon that of a fitite Subſlarce? If by 
reaſon of the Difference berween firire and 

inkaice, 
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-infinite, there is a Difference berween the 


Number of P-rſons that the Subſtance 1s 
in, ir would follow that the Difference of 


Number is infinite; for-the infinite Diſtance 


which is between a finite and infintce Sub- 
ſlance, which they ſay cauſerh the Diffe- 
rence of Number, necclarily ſuppoſeth this. 
For the ſame Subſtance to be wholly in one, 
and at che ſame time wholly in another, is 
in ic (c!f inconſiſtent, and conſequercly muſt 
be ſo, whatſoever SubjeRs ir is predicated 
of, For, | 

36. lt choſe Idea's that are in their own 
Nature inconſiſtent, are not ſo when ſpoken 
of infinite Beings, we catinor deny any ching 
abſulutely of an infinice Being. Would ir 
not be very ridiculous co ſay, that tho it is 
impoſſible for a finite Being to be, and not 
to bs, yer ir may be otherwiſe in infinite 
Beings ? tor the Reaſon 1s not the ſame, &c. 
The Rule (ir is true) of arguing ſrom one 
to the other does not always hold : But thar, 
which according to the Idea's we have of 
cicher, appears to be a Contradiftion we 
cannot believe, Lecauſe a ContradiQion is an 
affirming and denying the ſame thing of the 
ſame Subjc& ar the ſame time, which we 
are ſure can never be predicated of any 
Subje&t whatſoever nacure it 15s of. Bur it 
may be ſaid, that they pcrhaps are no Con- 
traditions in themſelves, bur only accor- 
ding to our Idea's of things 3 which granting 
to be true, yct it is impoſſible ro believe 
what appears to. us an Affirmation and a 
Negation of the ſame thing. We cannor 
believe that three Beings, wherher finice or 
infinite, each of which is a ſubſlantial Be- 
ing, have the ſame Subſiance, tecaule it 1s 
ſaying they are three and not three, bur 
only one ſubſtantial Eeing; becauſe, accor- 
ding ro thoſe Idea's we have of things, the 
Subſtance of any Being, and the Propertics 
chat belong to ir, are noways different from 
the Being ir ſelf; ſo that if they are the 
fame Subſtance, they have the ſame Pro- 
perties, and are the (cif-ſame Perſon, with- 
out any manner of Difference berween them. 
If one 15 not the other, and cach is a Sub- 


ſtance, the Subſtance of one can be ns 
more the Subſtance of another, than the 
L<tng of one can be the Being of another. 
By what has been ſaid, I think it is very 
evident, thar according ro thoſe Tdea's we 
have of Subſtance and Perſon, ir is a flac 
ConrradiQion. to ſay, chere are three of 
rhe one, and bur one of the other, If you 
change your Idea's of them, and nor tell 
whar Idea's you have, it is impoſflible to be 
for or againſt thar Opinion. If you ſay 
you have no ldea's of a Divine Perſon, you 
ralk like Parrots when you affirm or deny 
any thing concerning what you have no Idea 
of. 

37. If che Perſons are the ſame Subſtance, 
then the ſame Subſtance is begorten, and 
unbegotren;z and yer the Subſtance thar is 
begotten and unbegorten, 1s neither begot- 
ren nor unbegotren, but proceeding, So the 
ſame Subſtance is ſelf exiſtent and nor ſelf- 
exiſtence from all Erernicyz ſelf-cxiſtent as 
it is the Father's, but doubly nor (elf-ex- 
iſtent as it is the Son's and Spirit's; ſo the 
ſame Subſtance is incarnate and not incar- 
nate: bur if the Divine Subſtance is incarnate, 
muſt nor the three Perſons be incarnate, be- 
cauſe the Perſons are noway diſtin&t from 
the Divine Subſtance, and the Properties 
char are in it? In a Word, to ſuppoſe bur 
one Subſtance, is really rodeſtroy the Son 
and Spirit ; becauſe the Divine Sfibſtance 
could not beger any new Subſtance, becauſe 
chat would be to ſuppoſe (contrary to the 
Crecd) two Subſtances z nor could any Ars 
tributes or Modes, or any thing that in- 
heres in a Subſtance be begor, becauſe they 
cannot ſubſiſt by themſelves; nor can any 
thing that is in the (elf. exiſtent Subſtance, be 
ſaid ro be begor or proceed from the Divine 
Subſtance, becauſe they are as (clf-exiſtent as 
che Divine Subſtance ir (clf : ſo that it is 
evident, nothing did proceed, or was begot- 
ren; Which docs neceſſarily deſtroy the 
Trinity, and the DoArines depending upon 
It, 

38. The laſt Evaſion is, that tho the Per- 
ſons arc the ſame numerical Subſtance. yer 
B 2 rhere 


there is a Difference between them, becauſe 
they are three different Ways the ſame. 
Bat ſuppoſing the Divine Subſtance to be 
three different Ways the ſame, yer this 
would not make any Difference or DiſtinQi- 
on between the (fuppoſed) Perſons, be- 
cauſe every Perſon is the Divine Subſtance, 
which is three different Ways the ſame, 
and conſequently muſt have the ſame Artri- 
butes, Modes, and every thing elſe the ſame, 
that is in, or apperrains to the Divine Sub- 
ſtance, The ſame Subſtance neceſſarily ſup- 
poſes the ſame Attributes, Properties, Qua- 
licies or Modes, which cannor exift but ina 
Subſtance 3; ſo thar if the Subſtance be three 
different ways the ſame, a Perſoh muſt be 
three different ways the fame. To be diffe- 
rent, and yer the ſame, is a Concradiftign; 
nor is the matter mended by three different 
ways the ſame : for the ſame Subſtance can 
be no ways different from ir felf, which ir 
muſt be it it makes three different Perſons, 
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each of whom is the ſame Subſtance, T5 
be, is common to all things, it is the diffe- 
rent ways of Being that makes the Diffe. 
rence berieen Things 3 and three different 
ways of Being makes three different Things. 
In ſhort, none but a Metaphyfician could 
have found out this Diſtin&ion of the ſame 
Subſtance having three different Modes of 
ſubſiſting, or being three differenc ways the 
ſame, which is wholly unincelligible,and con. 
ſequently impoſſible to be believed : It is 
a Mulciplication without an Addition, for to 
be three, or three thouſand ways the ſame, 
adds nothing to a Being; for if it did, ir 
would not be che ſame : Soto ſubſtrat from 
a Being all the different ways of being the 
ſame, nothing is diminiſhed from the Being 
which 1s ſtill che lame; ſo that as one is a 
Mulciplication without any Addition, the 
other is a Subſtra&ion without any Dimi- - 
nurion. 


_— 
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Of the Animadverter's Hypotheſis 


39. fin E common Opinion of the Trini- 

rarians, even from the beginning 
(if we may believe the Animadyerter) has 
been, thar the three Perſons are not three 
Subſtances, Atrribures, Properties, or any 
real, bur only incompleat Beings, viz. three 
Modes, which he faith have no Exiſtence of 
their own, ſuch as - Abſence, Preſence, Depen- 
dence, Change, ( which by the Animadverrter's 
feave are not Modes, but Relations) or 
which will (as he ſaith) make one have a 
clearer Idea of them; rhey are the ſame in 
Divine,as Poſte in human Beings. If the Per- 
fons are no more than three ſuch Modes, the 
Difference berween the Unitarians and Tri- 
nitarians is only, Whether the Divine Sub- 
ftance or Perſon (raking Perſon in the pro- 
per ſenſe) has three Modes, or but one be- 


longing to him, which even according co + 
him, 1s but an immaterial and trifling Diffe- 
rence, becauſe the Modes being but incom- 
plear and nor real things, can cauſe no reat 
Diſtm&ion : Two ar leaſt of which may be 
abſent withour the leaft Alceration in the 
Divine Subſtance or Properties. Beſides, we 
cannot apprehend any thing in che Divine 
Nature analogous to Poſture,and three Modes 
of the ſame ſort = the three Perſons are) 
are wholly unifelligible: How can we ap- 
prehend three Preſences or three Abſences - 
( for theſe are his Modes ) of the ſame 
Subſtance ? it is -as impoſſible ro diſtinguiſh 
three ſuch Modes, as it 15 three Attributes of 
the ſame ſort; as for inſtance, chree infi- 
nire Wiſdoms in the ſame Divire Subſtance, 
Bur it is (aid, a.Perſon is not a mecr _ 
ut. 


but the Divine Subftance with a peculiar 
Mode ; bur if each Perfon is the Divine Sab- 
ſtance, he muſt have in him all che Modes, 
becauſe he is the Divine Subſtance, in which 
the Modes ſubſift, To ſuppoſe any manner 
of DiſttmRion between them, 15 ro ſuppoſe 
a Diſtintion berween the ſarne Subſtance 
and ir (elf, and that the ſame Subſtance has 
Modes in it which the ſame Subſtance has 
ner. 

40. Bur can three Modes (ſuppoſing they 
did really exiſt) cauſe fo great a Difference 
in the Divine Subſtance, char jr at rhe ſame 
time ſhall be and ſhall not te incarvate, 
ſhall give SatizfaRion co ir (elf and receive 
it fromir (elf, can be borh the Sender and 
the Sent, &c 2? 

41. If there be any Thought, Word, -or 
any of thuſe Atons that are proper to In- 
relligent Beings, rhar belongs co one and nor 
ro the orher, ir ſhows that they are more 
chat) diſtin Modes, they are diftnQ, incel- 
ligent, ſubftanrial Beings. And are nor the 
Farher and the Son in Scripture frequently 
oppoſed to one another as Intelligent Be- 
ings ? The Father knowimg and loving the 
Son, is not the Son's knowing and loving 
che Father ; bur each has a numerically dj- 
ſtin& Knowledg and AﬀeRion, and conſe- 
quently each his Efſence muſt be as diſtin 
as his Properties are. To deny that they 
are ſubſtantial Beings, is not only to ungod 

. them, and to deny that rhey are the Sub- 
jets in which any of the Divine Attributes 
exiſt, bur ro deny they have any Power to 
anderſtand, to will, of which only ſubſtan- 
tial Beings are capable. 

42. They may as well ſay, ſeveral Men 
are but one Man with difterent Modes of 
(\u>ſiſting, as ſay, God the Father, and Gud 
che Son are different Modes of one God, 
or one Divine Subftance, They call them 
diſtin Modes, but by paying Divine Wor- 
ſhip ro each, and by giving to each, diſtin& 
from the orher,Divine Titles and Actribures, 
they own them to be diſtint Gods, They 
are moſt admirable Modes, that have all the 
Divine PertfeQons inhering in each of ther, 
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43. The Animadverter ſufficiently proves 
this has been the Opimion of the Orthodox 
for above 800 Years. Burt this muſt be 
ſaid for them, they were in a manner forced 
into it, becauſe they had no orher way to 
keep up fome face of a Trinity, and avoid 
proteſting the apparent and open Tricheiſm 
of rhe Nicene Fathers, who held the three 
Almighry Subſtantial Perſons, were no ©- 
therwiſe one God,than becauſe they had che 
ſame common Nature : And for the ſame 
reaſon they ſuppoſed three Men, as having 
the ſame Human Nature, to be bur one Man. 
It had been impollible to have made that 
Queſtion intelligible, ( abour which rhe 
Eaſtern and Weſtern Biſhops ſo fiercely con- 
rended) viz, Whether rhe Spirit proceed- 
ed from the Father alone, or from che Fa- 
ther and Son, had they believed chem rhe 
ſclf-ſame ſubſtantial Being, . Bur this Tri- 
theiſtical Notion was held (as the Biſhop of 
Sarum obſerves) unril afcer che fifch Cenru- 
ry, but Curcellers proves it prevailed much 
longer 3 bur ar laſt che Clergy having found 
our (a wonderful Diſcovery indeed ! ) rhac 
three Infinite, Almighty,. Subſtantial Beings 
are three Gods, and fearing there was nv 
way of diſguifing ſo ſelf-evident a Truth 
from the moſt ordinary Capacities, yer noc 
daring to call in Queſtion what the Authority 
of ſo many Fathers and Councils had made 
ſacred, they pretended that the Fathers 
(when in oppoſicion to the Arians, who held 
the Perſons are of an unlike Subſtance) (aid, 
rhey are of the ſame Subſtance, char chey 
meant the ſame numerical Subſtance, And 
which is moſt unaccountable, tho the Mo- 
derns ſaid rhere is no ocher Trinity than of 
three Modes ſubfiſting 1n cne Divine Sub- 
ſtance, yer they continued che old way of 
worſhipping them as three difiint Almigiht- 
ty Beings, 

44 In a word, that one Almighty Being 
ſhould have three Modes or Manners of be- 
ing che ſame Almighty Being, is 'a picce of 
Jargonry char cannor be apprehended, and - 
conſcquently nor believed; and ir is no lefs + 
than a Concradidion, .to fay thac one Al--. 
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-wighcy Being, by having three manners of 
being, ſhould be three Perſons, each of 
whom is an Almighty Bcicg: Ic 1s in plain 
Engliſh ro ſay, that one Alinighty Being 
docs ſo ſubſiſt as ro be three Almighty 
Beings. 

45+ Bur granting there are never ſo many 
Moces, yer if each Perſon has che Divine 
Subſtance, he muſt neceſflarily have all che 


Modes, becauſe they are Modes of che - Di- 
vine Subſtarce z except the ſelf-Came Sub- 
ſtacce has Modcs chat che ſet ſame Subſtance 
has nor, or that they arc not Modcs bur Sub- 
ſtances, ard ſubſiſt by chemſelves. and nor in 
che Diy:nc Suoſtance, Nor-can Modes (it 
there are any .ſuch in God) be leſs ſelt- 
exiſtent than the Suyſtarce, ſince they are 
Modcs of the Subſtance,which is telf-exiitenc, 
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Of the Hypotheſis of Dr. W--s. Of the Author of the Trinity placed 


in its due light. 


45. | | ns the Aterrcrs of this Opinion, 

there are a great many Trinitarians 
who no otherwile differ from the Unitarians 
than in Name, whoſe Trinities they not 
only allow bur contend for. Some of chem 
fay,Cand Dr.W.has writ in Defence of it) that 
che three Perſons are only three excernal 
Denominations of God, according ro the 
different Operations of his Goodneſs rowards 
his Creatures,/in creating, redeeming and 
fanRifying chem 3 which ARions (ir is true) 
can only belong ro a Perſon, bur they noways 
ſuppoſe different Perſons : it is purely a no- 
minal Diſtin&ion in calling the ſame Perſon 
by different Names, according as his AQiors 
are different. What Unitarian ever denied 
that God is cur Creator, Redeemer and 
SanRifier? Orhers ſay that the Perſons are 
the ſame in God, as Faculties in Man, zz. 
Underſtanding, Will, and Memory: Bur 
cheſe are nor Pcrſons, but Powers and Abilt- 
ties belonging to a Perſon, as che Under- 
ſtanding is that Ability a Perſon has ro per- 
ceive and compare Idea's together 3 the 
Will the Power to preſer thipking of one 
thing before another, &c. rhe M-mory the 
Power of recolleRing Idea's. Orhers ſay 
the chree Perſors are rhe three Artribures 
of God, Power, Wiſdom and Goodneſs ; 
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And the reſt of the Nominal Trinitarians. 


(and in Defence of that Opinion there is a 
Book lately written, called, The Doftrine 0 
the Trizity placed in its due Light ) + But if 
there are no other Trinicies but theſe, none 
bur an Atheiſt, who denies the Being of a 
God, denies that God has an Underſtand- 
irg and Will; and, tho nor properly ſpeak- 
ing, a Memory or Power of recolle&ting 
Idea's, becauſe the Idea's of all things are 
always preſent to him ; or denics that God 
is infinitely good, wiſe and powerful. If 
there be nv other Trinity bur of Infinite 
Goodneſs, Wiſdom and Power in one Dij- 
vine Ecing, 1s it not Idolatry ro pay Divine 
Worſhip to three Beings, each of which 
(fince each is God) Fas irfirjite Wiſdom, 
Power and Goodneſs? Or if there is but one 
Being with infinice Underſtanging, is it noc 
unlawful ro adore three ſuch Beings, each of 
which has an unlimited Underſtanding ? Or 
if chere is bur one, thar is our Creator, Re- 
deemer ard S:rRifier, is it nor Polycheiſm 
ro adore three, each cf whom is a ſuprcam 
Creacor, Redeemer and SanRifier? Do nor 
theſe Men the more they prove their Hypo- 
theſes, the clearer demonſtrate themſelves 
euilry cf Idolarry? Againſt whom do chey 
wrire but agaiuſt chemſclves, and praftice 
of Morher-Church? not againſt che Unita- 
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rians, who are really as zealous as they 
preterd to be, to defend the ſacred Truth 
of only ore Divine Being or Perſon, with 
infinite Wiſdom, Power and Goodnefs, who 
created, redeemed and-ſanftified Mankind : 
Yet theſe are the Champions of the Trinita- 
rian Cauſe, Wich what Applauſe were the 
Sab:llian Norions of Dr. fs elirce Reſpedts 
or Relations, preach'd before the Univerſity 
of Oxford ? Row has Dr. S—th been admi- 
red for makirg the chree Almighty Perſons 
three Modes or Poftures? Iſt muſt be a 
firange unaccountable Dofrine that they 
pretend ro vin«icace, ſince thcy- have no 
better way o! detendirg it bur by betray- 
ing it and writing againſt it, 

47. Do nor rhe Unirarians owe theſe Men 
their urmoſt Acknowledgments for vindica- 
ting their way of Worſhip, and for jcining 
with thei againſt rhe Pelycheifts and dif- 
guiſcd Pagans? for fo, according to t::cir 
Principles, rhey muſt look on all rhoſe thac 
adore rhree a!ll-knowing Subſtances, Minds 
or Spirits, as Dr. S— th does Dr. Sl, Is 
ir nor very firange, that clicy that pretend 
to believe but one Almighty Being, Mind or 
Spirit, can join with chem, and uf the very 
ſame Words and Expreſliors as they do 
who adore three Almighty Efſences, Spirits 
or Minds ? It js very evident one Farty muſt 
groſly prevaricare- wich God and Man, I 
would willingly krow of the Nominal Tri- 
nitarians, which of their Modes, Attributes, 
Faculcics, external Denominacticns, &c. 15 
God the Father, wl:jch is God the Sen, and 
which 1s God che Spirit, and how they be- 
get and procced frum one another ? Muſt 
not theſe Notiors be very uncouth when 
they are applied to the Incarnation and Sa- 
tixfaion? Lur when they ſpeak of theſe, 
then they are zeal Trivitarians 3 O are cliey 
when they endeavour to prove the: Spirit 
and - Logos ro be Perſors; then rey rake 
Perſon in ae ſane ſenic as the real Trini- 
rarians do, aud fay they are not the Power 
a&d Wiſdem of God, becauſe the Scrip- 
ture-relates ſuch A&iors of them as can 


Lelorg to none but ſubſtantial. Ecings, or. 
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which is all one, to Beings that ſubſiſt by 
themſelves, and in whom all the Divine Ar- 
tributes do ſubſiſt, 

48. Ir is a very difficult marrer to know 
nnder what Head to rank the Generality of 
Trinitarian*, who will be thought to be 
neither real nor nominal Trinitarians, and I 
think canno? properly be ſaid to believe any 
Trinity, ſince they themſelves do not know 
whar they believe, bur are forced to con- 
feſs in adoring the Trinity, they adore an 
inconceivable Myſtery, which is only wor- 
ſhipping of Words and Sounds, ſince they 
cannor (ir being incorcejveable) frame any 
Idea cf it, and rhe urmoſt rhey will venture 
to ſay of this moſt profound Myſtery is, 
that the Scripture requires of us to belic p2 
on pain of Pamration, that there 7zre Three, 
withcur telling us what the Three are, which 
ar che moſt is bur a Trinity of Cyphers, ſince 
chey have no Idca's further chan the Number 
three (which it ſeems to them rhe: Scrip- 
rure 15 very curious of.) I think ir cannor 
be preſurzed that Men of fo great Senfſ-. 
(ro mention no other than Sarum and Wor 
ceſtey) would aſſert ſo abſurd a thing, bur 
thar they knew if they declared whar they 
ſuppoſe the Three ro be, rhar rhey muſt iv- 
evica! ly run into Polytheiſm or Uniraria- 
niſm, If they rea'ly know not what they 
are, why do chey pay Divine Worſhip to 
each, which demonſtrates that they (excepr 
they are guilty of wilful Idolatry ) ſuppoſe 
cach ro be an Omniporent Being ? And do 
not theſe Men, for all their pretended Igno- 
rance, fav, that jt is Blaſphemy to deny thar 
every one of the three is God, and that the 
firſt is God the Father, the {cond God the 
Son, and the third is God the Spirit? fo 
that at Jaſt they do nor make them Three 
they 4now not mhat in God, lac thrice Gods' 
whom they «qually adore, If there were a 
Law cnaRed, thar on p:in cf forfeitinp cheir 
Lives, #ll muſt with an unfeigned Aﬀent and- 
Conſer.t belzeve there are T!iree in-the King, 
yickove declaring what the Three are,woukt” 
pot ſuch an abſurd Law ſuppoſe che Erattcrs 
of 1t- our. of their Senſes? yer cls is what» 
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theſe Men ſuppoſe the infinite Wiſdom of 
God has done, 1n requiring Man on pain of 
Damnation, to belicve there are Three in 
him ; but what the Three are that 15 roo ſa- 
cred for us ro know, Which 1s(fince all our 
Ideas are terminated inthree) ro believe In 
and adore the number Three : but they ſay 
we have farther Ideas than the number 
Three, becauſe they arc callcd in Scripture, 
Father, Son, and Spiric : but the queſtion 
will return, What Three are the Father, 
Son, and Spirit? Are they three Gods ? 
No: Are they three Parts of God? No : 
Are they three Attribures, or Proper- 
tics, or Powers of God? No: Three 
Names only? No ;-What manner or fore 
of three are they then ? Thar, they ſay, 
1s impoſſible ro be known: So that ir 
is evident our Idea's can reach no fur- 
ther than the number Three, Bur is not 


Father in Scripture the Name of the moſt 
high God, and (as they lay) fois San and 
alſo Spirir ? ſo that ir js evident they are 
Names either of three Gods, or chſe three 
Names of one God: if they are Naimnes of 
rhree Gods, then there are three Gods ; if 
only of one God, then there is no more 
chan a nominal difference berween Farher, 
Son, and Spiric 3 they are only three diffe- 
rent Names to expreſs the ſame God. 
Theſe Men,as well as the reſt of the Trini- 
rarians, can readily rel! wha every one of 
che Three 1s, that he is God z yer what the 
Three are, or how they relate to God, they 
fay it is impollible ro diſcover : So that it 
ſeems the whole Myſtery of the Trinity li- 
eth in this, That tho every one can tell whar 
each of "the Three is, yer none can tell 
what Three they are, or how they are 


Three. 
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Of the Real 


49: T* is, I ſuppoſe, by what has been 

ſaid,evident, that the Hypotheſis of 
bur one Divine Subſtance, wholly confounds 
the Perſons ; and that they that believe it, 
were they conſiſtent with their Principles, 
could nor be Trinitarians: therefore a late 
Author juſtly calls chem Nominal Trinjta- 
rians, and the others that hold three real 
natural Perſons Real Trinitariavs z who 
yer, as well as rhe nominal, confound rhe 
Perfons, by ſaying they are the ſelf-ſame 
God, becauſe then they can no more be di- 
ſtinguiſhed from one another, than the ſelf- 
ſame God can be from himſelf. Each muſt 
have the ſame Subſtance, Perſonality, and 
every thing elſe chat God has, becauſe each 
is God ; and they all muſt have the ſame 
that one another has, becauſe tney all are 


the ſame God. To ſuppoſe any difference , 


between them, is to ſuppoſe a difference 
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Trinitarians. 


between the ſame God and himſelf ; and that 
the ſame God has ſomewhar 1n him that the 
ſame God has not. If they that are the 
ſame with a third, can never (as hath heen 
proved) differ from one anorher ; for the 
ſame reaſon they that differ from one ano- 
ther, can never be the ſame with a third, 
and conſequently different Perſons can ne- 
ver be the ſame God. To ſuppoſe God to 
be the ſame wich each of the three Perſons, 
15 to ſuppoſe him the ſame and nor the ſame 
with each. For if God be the ſame wich 
the firſt Perſon, which he muſt be if the 
firſt Perſon is God, he can be no ways diffe- 
rent from him; and yer he muſt be diffe- 
rent from him, becauſe he 1s the ſame with 
the ſecond Perſon, who is different from 
the firſt ; and he muſt be different from che 
ſecond roo, becauſe he 1s the ſame with 


the third, who is different from both che 
other 
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other two, Sothat nothing can be more 
evident, if each has any Property or any 
thing elſe to diſtinguiſh kim from the ochers, 
ir-necefarily ſuppoſerh difference Gods, for 
the ſame God can be no was diſtin from 
himſclf,, or have any Property that he has 
nct. 

$50, This Suppoſition that each Perſon is 
rhe ſame God, carries with it an innumera- 
ble company of moſt obvious Contradifti- 
ons, of which I ſhall inſtarce bur in one or 
rwo; 45 the ſame God is, and is nor ſelf- 
exiſtent from all erernity, (clf-exiſtent as he 
is the Father, but doubly nor (elt-<xiſtenc, 
45 he is ſuppoſed ro be the Son and the Spi- 
ric ; ſorhe ſame God is both unbegorren and 
begotten, and yer this unbegocten begotten 
God, is neither unbegorten nor begotten, 
bur proceeding from himſelf, as he 1s boch 
Farher and Son of himſelf. 

$1. If God the Son was incarnate, and 
not God the Father, do we not afhrm the 
Incarnation of one God, *and deny ir of ano» 
ther? If you fay they are the ſame God, 
then you affirm and deny at che ſame time 
the ſame thing of the ſame God. The Mo- 
daliſts, to evade this, ſay, that che ſame nu- 
merical God was incarnate with one Mode, 
and nor incarrace with another, which is 
adding but a new Comradidtion, by ſuppo- 
ſing a Mode to be, and not to be in the 
ſame God ; for if God is incarnate, all the 
Modes that exiſt in him muſt be ſo roo, If 
they are the ſelf-ſame God, no Thoughts, 
Words, Attions, Operations, can any more 
proceed frem one, and nor from the other, 
than chey can and cannor proceed from the 
lame God 5, ror can they any more beget or 
be begotten from one another, or ſend or 
be fent by one another, or give or receive 
ſatisfaRion, than the ſame God can be the 
begercer, and che begorrten; the giver and 
receiver of the ſame latisfation, rhe ſender 
and cheſent ; and tho he is all cheſe, yer he 
is none of theſe, for the Holy Ghoſt is none 
of chem. If rhe Perſons are the (elf ſame 
God, how can their Majcſty and Glory be 
( 5 the Creed ſaith) equal and co-erernal ? 


Is the ſame God equal and co-erernel wirh 
himſelf? Ina word, if God begor God, et- 
ther he begor another or the ſame God if 
another, then undoubredly there are two 
Gods z if the ſame, then God begor him- 
ſelf, tho at the ſame time he was in. being 
and unbegotren. Nothing can be 4 greater 
contraditicn, than ro ſuppole the tame 
God begor the ſame God, becaule it 1s to 
ſuppoſe him to be, before he is, and it muſt 
neceſſarily deſtroy a Triniry, becauſe to be- 
get ones ſelf, is ro beger nothing, becauſe 
whar is pretended tu be begorren, Was 18 
being before. To ſay God begot a difte. 
rent Perſon is a very weak Evaſion, for 
what is a Divine Perſon bur God ? So thac 
the ObjeRion will recurn, for this Perſon 


.that is begor, eicher is che ſame, or a dif- 


ferent God. How can you condemn the Uni- 
tarians when you cannot deny bur chat they 
worſhip the (clf-ame God as you do ? for 
you cannot ( wichour incroducing more than 
one) deny that he that is only che firſt Per- 
ſon is the ſelt-ſame God, as he that is only 
the ſecond 3 and he thar is only one is the 
ſelf-ſame God, as chey are that are three 
Perſons. If this be true, two Perſons arc re- 
ally nothing art all : for abſtra& in your-mind 
two Perſons from God, there is noching div 
miniſhed from him; for the ſingle Perfon 
that remains is the ſclt-ſame God withous 
any manner of alteration, So add tq- one - 
Perſon that is God, not only ewo, but two 
thouſand Perſons, there is tie they zre bur 
the ſclf-ſame God) really nothing added to 
him. Yer when you add and abſirat a 
Perſon, you add and abſtrat God himſelf, 
becauſe a Divine Perſon is God; if their 
one Per fon and your three Perſons are che 
ſelf-ſame God, there can be bur a nominal 
difference berween their one and your three 
Perſons : fo that nothing can be more evi- 
dent upon ſuppoſition that the Son and Spi- 
ricare the (cif-ſame God with che Father, 
that the difference berween the Unicarians 
and Trinitarians (were the laſt confiſtene, 
wich themſclves ) i> only about words ; they 
agree in che thing, borh worſhip the ſclt- 
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«\dme Divine Being, or-God, only wich this 
difference, one Party calls him the Father. 
the other calls him Farther, Son, and 
Spirir. 
' 52, And the Trinitarians, when they are 
hor wriring againſt rhe Linitarians, give the 
ſame definition, or deſcription of God, as 
they do, tix. That God js a ſimple ſelf-exi- 
Nent Pcjhg, which is a deſcription thae all 
Men of ſenſe and reaſon, in all times, have 
unanimouſly agreed im, which yet wholly 
excludes rhe Son and Spirit from being 
God, becauſe neicher of them 15 ſelf-exi- 
ſtent, nor would God be a fimple Being, if 
he is compounded (or what other ſofrer 
term Fou pleaſe to call-ir) of Father, Son, 
and Spirit, If you would give a deſcription 
of God rhat includes both Son and Spirit, you 
oughr to ſay, that the Supream Being, is 
compounded of three ſupream Beings, 
whereof only one is ſelf-extitenr, yer theſe 
three Supream Beings are bur the ſelf-ſame 
a), hay Being, cr God, as any one of chem 
x {ingly 
- $3. Bur how caneither Son or Spirit he 
God, who is a Bcing abſolutely perfett, 
when they want the greateſt of Perfettions, 
Self-exiſtence ? for whoſoever has his Ecing 
ha they have) from another, cannor' be 
exiſtent, becauſe ro be ſelf-cxiſtent, or 
from none, are the ſame. | | 
*++54: Nor canthe'Son and Spirit be God, 
becauſe they re not (as God certainly js) 
from Erernity ;. for whoſoever has his Be- 
mg (as they have) from another, muſt 
(«xcepr he can be before he begins co be ) 
kave his begianitly from another, and cthere- 
fore catmot be from Erernity, which ſur 
pdſerh no Beginning. Generation, Proceſſi- 
on,” (br whiat ocher rerm you uſe?) muſt be 
givirg 4 Beirg to that which always was in 
Being; or from Ecernity, which 1s ſuffici- 
envy abſurd or clſe it muſt be a Change 
from to beiny to beings which ſuppoſerh 
nothing,or che 1 egation of Being to precede 
being;' and conſequenrly the beginning of 
Being. . So that robe generated trom Erer- 
nity, is the ame as ro have and not to have 


a Beginning. L.. the contradiion ts moſt 
notorjous in afferting the Spirit (ſappoſin 
him a Perſon) to be from Ferns, bm 
he owes his beginning (or at leaſt part of ic) 
ro the Son, who himſelf” had his beginning 
from another, To evade this, they make 
uſe of a diſtintjon of Time and Nature, 
and ſay, that the Farther was firſt in Nature 
bur not in Time. 

55. We cannot conceive any thing really 
firſt, but whar is firſt in Time. Firſt in 
Nature is purely a meraphyſical Noti-n, and 
relates not to the exiſtence or duration of 
real Beings, but only co the way of confider- 
mg them, or rather exrernal Denominati- 
ons, than Beings themſelves. As for in- 
ſtance, a Man tho he muſt be firſt in time, 
before he begers a Son, yet he cannot be a 
Father before he has a Son, becavſe ir is 
having a Son that makes him a Father, they 
being Relatives cannor exiſt bur at the ſame 
time 3 yer the Metaphylſicians when they 
conſider the Relation, fay, that the Father, 
quateniss Father, is firſt in Nature, bur their 
reaſon of ſaying it, is, becauſe rhe Perſon 
that is the Fariter; js firft in Time, Bur 
theſe Gentlemen when they ſpeak of G2d, 
and his Son, apply the diſtintion to the 
Beings themſelves, and ſay, thar the Per- 
fon that is the Facher, -was not really, or 
in time before the Perſon he'gave a Being 
to. Bur what plainer contradition can 
there be than to ſay rhat the Son, who had 
his Origin or beginning from the Father, 
has had as long a duration as the Father who 
had no beginning ? why may they nor as well 
ſay, That a Being that ſhall have an end, 
ſhall continue as long in Time, tho nor in 
Nature, as a Being that never ſhall have an 
«nd? The Truth of this 1s at firſt ſight fo 
clcar, that tho ſ»me ro uphold an Hyporhe- 
ſis (they find themſelves obliged ro main- 
rain) - are forced to deny it, yer ir can 
hardly be preſumed they are in earneſt; 
and wharever zeal they may prerend co 
have for Religion, rhey take rhe right way 
ro make Men Scepticks and Atheiſts, fince 
£yen the exiſtence of a God cannot be more 
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evident than what they deny. And ir is as 
evident, that if the Son and Spiric are nct 
ſelf-exiſtenr, that they are but made Gods, 
that is, God the Father is their efficierr 
Cauſe, who from no Being gave them their 
Beings, and conſequently from no Gods, 
made them Gods ; and a made God (raking 
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God in the higheſt ſenſe) eſpecially from 
ail Ercrnity, is a pretty odd Notion. He 
thar is not God of himſelf, as ke cannot be 
thar is not (elf cx1ſtent, becauſe he has eve» 
ry thing thar he has, his very Being from 
anorher, muſt be a made God. c 


Of the. 28 Propaſitions. 


$6. JDUT to evade this (and which ſeems 
B to be che Opinion moſt in vogue.) 
it is ſaid rhe Son and” Spirit are neceſlary 
Emanations from the Farher, and-that there- 
_ fore they. are from Ererniry * And-rhis Opi« 
nion is ſtrongly defehded by che moſt |1n- 
genious Author of che/28 Propofirions, by 
which he endeavours ſo to explain the Do- 
Arine 'of the Trinity as not to make ir 
comradiory to the Light of Nature. 
He faith; * That three Men or Angels 
« are not more expreſly diſtinguiſhed as 
« different Perſons- or Subſtances by our 
«. Saviour and his Apoſtles, than the Father, 
«. Sort and Spirit are; and ihe allows ir to 
« be a ContradiQion to atfhrm, that the 
* chree Perſons are bur one Numerical Be- 
« ing or Subftance, The Father only 15 
« ſelf-exiſtenr, and that ir1s no leſs than a 
© flar Comradiion ro fay, the Son and 
« Spirit are ſelf-exiſtent, - box char chey 
« neceſſarily emaned of ſued forth trom him 
** from all Ererniry. 
$7. Thar two infinite Subſtances ſhould 
emane from one infinite Subſtance, is ſo groſs 
a Notion, that I wonder any Man of Senſe 
(eſpecially ſo judicious a Perſon) ſhould be 
guiley of it: And' my Reaſon is, becauſe all 
Infivires, of what ſort or- nature ſocver, 
are equal; for if one Infinite | be' leſs 
than another, there muſt be ſome terminus, 
Bound or End of it, afid - conſequenrlyir 
cannot be Inhnire, of which there-can be 


no Bound or End; or if one Infinite were 
any ways more than another, there would 
be ſomewhat more chan Infinice, which is 
evidently abfurd : Therefore ro ſuppoſe.twa 
Infmices ro <mane from ane, 15:to ſuppoſe 
rwo to emane from one when each is equal 
ro che one from which it emanes, To ſups 
poſe one Infinite Sabſtance ro emane from 
another, is co ſuppoſe the whole intire Sub- 
ftance tro emane from it ſelf. And what makes 
it ſtravger is, that cho two Infinite Subſtances 
emaned from the Father's ſingle Subſtance, 
yer there: was no Diminution' in the 'Sub-. 
lance of che- Father, ir is as infigite/as- tc 
was ar firſt, - '* ] 04/1477 34h 
Bur it may be ſaid, Why may not one 
Infinite as well as one Finite proceed 'from 
another ? Nothing can be more abſurd; than 
to ſuppoſe one Finice (much more two) ro 
proceed from one bur of the fame Bigneſs, 
In a word, Wherher a-Beivg be finice or ins 
faire, or of whatever ſort or nature ic i$,,to 
have two Beings of the ſameſorrto proceed 
from ir, each of which is equal to it, is ro 
ſuppoſe twice as much to come from a Be- 
ing as was in it. So thac ir is evident thae 
an [nfinite can no ways come from an Infi- 
nire, and conſequently that the Son and 
Spirir are but Finite Beings, and that they, 
ſince: they are not ſelt-exiſtenr, were like 
all- ocher Bcirgs created out of nothing; 
Foy a Being muſt cither be ſelf exiſtent or 
produced of nothing 3 to come from a ſelf- 
C 2 exiſtent 
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exiſtent Being, i the ſame as to be ſelf- 
exiſtent, 

$8. For whatever emanes, or any way 
proceeds from a (clf-exiſtent Subſtance, muſt 
( ir were creared and then joined to 
ie) be as ſelf-exiſtcnr as the Subſtance from 
whence it proceeded, becauſe before irs 
Emanarion it was a part of the ſclf-exiſtenr 
Subſtance z ir is only dividing one ſclf-ex- 
iſtent Subſtance into chree (cicher bigger 
or leſs) ſelf-exiſtent Subſtances. 

$9. Upon ſuppoſicion that the Son and 
Spirit are neceflary Emanations, I cannot 
fee how they owe their Origin more ro the 
Father, than the Father owes his to them, 
fince they are all chree of a Subſtance thar 
is ſelf exiſtent ; nor could the Father more 
than they be rhe Cauſe of the Separarion, 
fince they neceſſarily ſcparared 1 one 
another ; that =, this infinice Subſtance was 

vi meo three infinite Parts, and that 
eco from all Erernity, which is anuther Con- 
tradi&ion, tho he ſuppoſerh the contrary ro 
be fo, becauſe whatever procceds from a 
thing muſt firft bei, except ic can be in ir 
and from 1c at the ſame rime. 

60. In ſhorr, the Belicf of Emanations 
hae been I tolerable in thoſe chat 
worſhipped z a material God, co 
have —_— him diviſible, and have Parts 
continually flow from him. They might 
have fancied the Rays to be their licele Gods, 
as they ſuppoſed rhe Sun co be their great 
God, Bur it had even in them been moſt 
intolerable, to have believed thoſe Rays that 
came from the Sun co be the Sun it (elf, as 
each of che Emanations is the very ſame 
God (for ciiere is bur one): that they flow 


Form. 

61. What he farther adds are direQ Con- 
traditions: © For, firſt, he ſuppoſerh the 
« Father alone che moſt abſolute perfeR 
«. Being, and has ſeveral PerfeRions that the 
« others are incapable of, as all choſe Per- 
«4 feRzons which relate to abſolute Inde- 
_ nn Self-exiſtence, which is the 
+ higheſt and greatcſt of PerſeRions 3 and 
%. the Father alone is the. only true God, 


« rhe only Good, and of himſelf God, and 
* he is the firſt Original of Son and Spiric, 
« as well as all other Beings; and that the 
« Godhead in the higheſt ſenſe can be bur 
© one numerically, of which the beſt Phi- 
« loſophers were ſatisfied by their Reaſon, 
<« and therefore the Oneneſs ſo frequently 
« affirmed of him in Scripture is a numeri- 
« cal Oneneſs. 

62. Bur after all, this ſeeming Exalca- 
tion of the Father above the other two 
(which one would think is ſufficiently un- 
godding them.) is only Words, and gives 
him no real PerfeAion or Preheminence a- 
bove them, fince he allows chem all Divine 
Perte&tions bur Sclf-exiſtence and abſolute 
Independence, but he makes chemi amends 
in giving chem neceſſary Exiſtence fronsall 
Ecernivy, which certainly is (if chere be 

difference) as great a PerfcRion as Self- 
exiſtence ir (clf, which is for no other rea- 
ſon ſo great a PerfeRion, but becauſe it in- 
cludes neceflary Exiſtence, which can be- 
long to none but him thar is felf-cxiſtent, 
becauſe all orher Beings that owe their Ex- 
iſtence ro him (2s all Beings whatever do) 
muſt wholly depend upon him for cheir 
Continuance in being as well as for their 


Being :. For the ſame Power that was able to 
give them their Beings, muſt be able (cho 
perhaps it may never be his Will xo doit )to 


take them away, becauſe no grearer Power 
is requized to deſtroy a Being, than there 
was te make it exiſt ;. and if the Father has 
given Exiſtence to any Being, which he can- 
not take away, but is muſt as neceflarily 
exiſt as he,he would loſe ſome of his Power, 
and conſequently would ceaſe to be Almigh» 
ty. Self exiſtence, ſeparate from thoſe 
Powers and Abilities which can only belong 
eo @& ſriFexiſtent Being, is no PerfeRion ; 
and any Being, tho from. zeſterday,. yer if i 
had allchele PesfeRions a ſelf-exiſtent Being 
has, would be as abſolutely perfe(t as ic. If 
the Perſons. have the ſame unhlmiced Per- 
feRions, yer if their manner of getting 
them was different, that would not cauſe 
afly lacqualicy berween them; yet is = 
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the manger of having then the ſame, had 
they not chem as well as the Father neceſſs- 
rily ſrom all Erernicy ? Whereia conſiſts the 
intire Dependence of the Son and Spirit, 
not only for their Being, but for (as he 
faith pag. 24 ) their Contmuance in Being ? 
ſince they as neceſſarily exiſt, and that from 
all Erernicy, as the Father, who, tho he 
gave them their PerfeRions, yer if he gave 
them the ſame he himſclf enjoys, and which 
he cannot deprive them of, why is he more 
abſolurely perfe&t than they? If a Human 
Father had rwo Sons, who had the ſame 
Perfeions as he, and did as neceſſarily ex- 
iſt as he, nay, were as old as he, who too 
could not help giving them their Being, 
why would they not be as equally per- 
fe as he? Tho after all, what can be more 
abſurd, ſuppoſing they are from Erernity, 
chac chey have a Father, or that any one can 
be (as he faith the Father is) cheir Origi- 
ral, ſince they had no Origin, or Beginning, 
but were from all Ecernity ? 

63, How can the Father be greater than 
the Son and Spirit, or be the only Good,. when 
they have the ſame unlimiced Power and 
Goodneſs, as well as all other Divine Arttri- 
butes ? What greater Abſurdky can there 
be, than that Beings that have infinice unli- 
mired Perfe&ions, ſhould want ſome Per- 
fe&ions? A Bring cannot be parcly infioice 
and partly not; and. if jt has any, it has 
certainly all iofinice PerfeRions, and the Fa- 
ther himſelf eannort have more than infinite 
Perfe&ions; and ſince ir is evident there 
can be no Incqualicy berween infinite Be- 
ings, if there is any berween the Father and 
his rwo Sons, it is evident the two latter 
are nor infinite, 

64. This Hypotheſis more openly than aty 
other, afferts more than one God 3. for the 
more he diftinguiſhech che Son and Spirir, 
che more he makes ir impoſiiole they ſhould 
be che ſame God; nay, he ſaich that God, 
when applied ro the Father, is taken in a 
different ſenſe chan when applied -ro the Son, 
and yer he would have us believe them bur 
one God, aud. conſequently the ſame God, 


which is to believe them different, and yer 
the ſame 3; we muſt have different Idea's of 
them, becauſe each is God in a differens 
ſenſe, and yer we mvſt have the ſame Idea's, 
becauſe they are the ſame God. If eachs 
God, nothing can be more evident than 
they are not the ſame God :. for he that is 
a moſt abſolurely perfe& God, the only true, 
the only good: and of himſelf God, can 
never be the ſame God with him that 1s 
not abſolutely perfet, nor a true God, noe 
a good, nor of himſelf God. He that is an 
independent God, can never be the ſame 
God wich him that is a dependent God, ex- 
cept you ſay the ſame God is both depen- 
dent and independent. Can he that is God 
in the higheſt. ſenſe, be the ſame God with 
him that has only a Right ro the Name of 
God in a ſenſe next to chat which is ap 
priated to the Father, as he ſaith (%. 15.) 
the Son only has ? 

| Gs. Thar the Son is a dependent God 
both. for his Being. and his Continuance in 
Being, and has @ Rightro the Name of God 
next to-that which is appropriated to the 
_ _— i n= eg 3 bur nw 
they ſuppoſed ir prove was no infimice 
Bei Cre all Infinices being equal, he; 
if infinice, muſt hare an equal Righr; and 
becauſe the Father is greater than the Son, 
they conclude the Son's Greatneſs was finite 
and limiced, ir being impoſſible to be great- 
er than he that has unlimited inficice Greats 
neſs : and ſince he has bur finice PerfeRions, 
they were ſo weak as to conclude there is 
an infinixe Diſtance between the Father and 
him. What can be more abſurd than to 
ſay,. a Being that depends upon another fox 
his Being and Continuance in Being, has ne+ 
ceſſarily unlimixed Power, Wiſdom, Geods i 
neſs? Such a Being is a wcer Creature, and + 
has only a precarious Ecing, and of him is. 
may be ſaid, as ot all other Crearures, that. 
ww God. be lives and mots, and. bas bis 
Being, 

66, If God is (as he faich the Scriprure- 

aficms) numericalty one, and the Father is. 
this numerically oe God,. is. ic not direRly. 
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ro pay Civine Worfhip co any other? The 
Lovel your God is but onz, and bim alone ſha't 
thou ſeru44, there is no cher ro headered ; 
or, which is all one, Thou [ht have no other 
Go1's but bim, 1 fay, 1s it not ſtrange, that 
any chat owrs this, ſhould rob his God, 
who requires him to ſerve him with all the 
Faculrics of his Soul and Body, of that Ho- 
nour which he is ſo jealous of, and which 
he cxpreſly forbids to be given to anorhey, 
and pive it to two dependeur, and ndt* Pile 
Gods ? wh 
Bur he ſuppoſerh they are but one God 
by an unconceiveably cloſe Union both in 
Will and Nature, which unconceiveably cloſe 
Union, he ( $. 22. ) ſaith is much more 
eaſily conceived than that berween Body 
and Soul: And in another place he fairch 
they are ſubſtantially uviced, ; 
\ 67. If there is bur one God abſolutely 
perfe&, and 'the Father is this one God, 
nothing can be added to him, becauſe if 
there can, he is not of himſelf abſolucely 
perfet;z therefore ic is abſurd to rack two 
Perfors tro him, who of himlelf'is an all- 
fifficiene, and an abſoluecly perfect God, 
Bur, upon ſuppoſition they are as entirely 
ufitred” us can be, yer whalt- they- remain 
diſtin, each with his own perſonal unli- 
mired Power, &c. each is a diſtin, nay 
at abſolure independent God 3 and the moſt 
that can be ſaid 1s, ther rhey are three unired 
Gods, | If the Union of their Sabſtances, 
or -aty thing elſe make them but one God, 
why do you fay each is God, and pay Di- 
vine Worſhip to each by himſelf? which is 
ro ſay there is but one God, and yer wor- 
ſhipthree Gods : Whar can be more abſurd 
chan ro ſay, they are one God by Linton, 
and yet each is God diſtin from the orhers ? 
for he faich, God the Farher is as diſtinR 
from God ri: Son, as any Man and his 'Son 
can be; rhcy are ſubſtantially diſtm@, Tf 
Lnion was the Cauſe of their being one 
God, each muſt either be rhis one, char is, 
the fame God, which I have already ſhown 
is impoſiivle, or ee chey muſt be bur Parts 


of God, as Body ard Soul are Parts of May, 
and by their Urton compoſe cne God, 

69, I think the real Tricitarians do very 
wifcly in ſuppoſing their three infinite Sub- 
ſtances ro be as cloſe rogerher as can be, 
leſt otherwiſe there ſhuuld not be roovm 
enough for chem in bur one infinite Space : 
Bur if they are more than one, they cannot 
be Infinite, becauſe bc ing Subſtances of the 
ſame ſorr, they muſt be bounded and limited 
by one another. If the Subſtance of the 
Farher be every-where, how can the Sub- 
ſtance of the Son be every-where too at the 
ſame rime, and afrer the ſame manner? 
For if Beings can be in the ſame place at 
the ſame rime afcer the fame manner, as th 
muſt be if chey are of the ſame ſort, ic is 
impoſſible to diſtinguiſh them, becauſe we 
have no orker Mark of DiſtinQion berween 
Betngs, bur chat they cannor he at the ſame 
Place in the ſame manner ar the ſame time. 

59. They il!luſtrare the Unjon. that they 
ſuppoſe is between the Perſons with ſeveral 
Similies, as for inftance 3 They ſay the Per- 
ſons are one God, as the Body, and Saul are 
one Man: If the Body had been a Man, and 
the Soul a Man, and whilft rhey remained 
fo bur one Man, as cach of the Three is + 
God, and yer there is bur one God; this I 
confeſs had been to the purpoſe. Another 
Simily they lay a great ſtreſs on, is of the 
cloſe Union of the Sun with irs Light and 
Hear, Bur if there were no more a Trinity in 
God than there is Lighr and Hear inthe Sun, 
there could be no ſuch thing as a Trinity ; 
becauſe tho there 1s in the Sun a Power to 
produce Heat and Light, as well as Pleaſure 
and Pain in ſenfible Beings, yer there are 
ro ſuch Perceptions, as we call Heat and 
Light, in any Being, bur thoſe that are capa» 
ble of feeling and ſeeing ; this every com- 
mon Syſtem demonſtrates, and it is obvious 
co all bur Children and Meraphyſicians. In 
a word, nothing is more unlike than Theo- 
logical Similies. Is rhe Union of the Stream... 
to the Fountain from which it is perpetually 
runving, a fic (cho ir jsa very frequent nw, 


Simily ro expreſs an crernal cloſe Unicn ? 
Tie 
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The ſame may be ſaid of the reſt, Bur ro 
return. _ 
70, This Hypotheſis 1s only rational, as 
far as it is Heretica!; that is, as far as it 
conrradias the Dotrine of rhe Church and 
the Athanaſian Creed, m ſuppoſmg ſo great 
an Inequality between the Perſons, as that 
one is the greater, and rhe orher ewo leſſer 
Gods, who can no more be the ſame God, 
than great and lirtle can be rhe fame. * 
And therefore the Trinitarians that are 
of this Opinion are to blame in paying 
the ſame Livine Worſhip to the two infe- 
rior Gods as they do ro the ſuperior ; for 
whilſt chey mae no difference in their man- 
ner of worſhipping them, bur pay the ſame 
Honour to each of the three, they 1n the 
moſt criminal manner that can be own chem 


ro be Three equal, that is, three ſupream 
Gods, Bur as there can be no Inequality 
berween Infinite Beings, ſo we cannot pay 
a lower degree of Ronour to the Son and 
Spirie, without fuppoſing an infinice Di- 
ſtance berween them; for as long as we 
pray tocach, as having inherent in himſelf 
infinite Goodneſs, Power and Wiſdom, and 
our Devotion terminares in each, we give 
each the ſame Divine Honour ; we cannot 
alrer thoſe Idea's, and pay leſs Worſhip wo. 
che Sun and Spiric withour ſuppoſing that 
the Power or Greatneſs they have is nor in- 
herent in them from all Erernicy, bur chat 
it is the free Gift of the Father; and tho 
we bow to them, it is to che Honour, and 
for the ſake of God the Father, ſo that che 
Worſhip ult1mately terminates in him, 


CHAP. VIIL 
Of the calm Diſcourſe of the Trinity in the Godhead. 


71, __— next Hypotheſis I ſhould have 

cxamined 1s that of the Inqui- 
rer's, concerning a Poſſibility of a Trinity in 
the Godhead : bur becauſe it has been done 
ſo fully by an abler Hand, I ſhall only ob- 
ſerve thar he, to avoid having Three Gods, 
has invented (for the Notion is wholly his 
own) an Hypotheſis that makes none of 
them God; for he. ſuppoſeth Father, Son 
and Spirit to be three ſingle Eſſences, and 
that they joined rogerher do conſticure ti;e 
cntire, individual Eſſence of God, which is 
in cffc& ſaying that cach js but che third of 
God, becauſe God being three Effencecs, 
and each Perſon being bur a firgle Eſſence, 
he muſt want rwo Eflences, that is, two 
parts of chree ro m2ke him God. Tins 1s 
moſt certain, three Perſons muſt be cirhier 
three entire Gods, or three Parts cf God, 
or elſe neither Gocs rcr Parts of Ged, 
Tt:e firſt cannor bc afſe reed wichour direAly 
owiing three Gods, and by the laft, all 


three could not be God, therefore I ſuppoſe 
he made them three Parts, or three inade- 
quate Gods : And that makes him (P.go.) 
ſay neither Father, Son nor Spirit (cjun&ly 
raken 15 God, and every where up and dawn 
his Look a great deal to rhis purpoſe, cho 
ar the ſame time he contradiats himſelf, 
and faich, each 15 the only rrue God. 

72. This Notion of three inadequare, im- 
perfeft, incompleat Gods, deſtroys the E- 
rernity of God, becauſe whatever is imper- 
fin rs kind (as an inadequate God js) 
can never (as all allow) he from Erernicy. 
Nor can three inadequate Gods or Perſons 
by their Union make ore adcquare one - 
Beings of a different Nature (it is true) 
upon their Union may make a Being more 
perſc than when they were ſeparatc ;, as a 
Man has more PerfeQions than Bcdy and 
Soul have 1n a State of Separation. But it 
is orherwiſe when Beings of the ſame Nae 
cure are joined, becaule . cheis PerfeRions 

being , 
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being of one and the ſame ſore or nature, 
there cannot ariſe upon their Union any 
zew or different PerſeRions from what the 
had when ununiced, as ic is evident in all 
Mixrures of the ſame fort; fo three Spirics 
if they were uniced, would be ſo far from 
being more perfe, that they would only 
be a Clog and HKinderance to one another. 
Bur it js evident for another Reaſon roo, 
that three Divine Spirirs or Perſons can ac- 
quire no Perfe&ion by being unired, becauſe 
each has of himſelf, and by himſelf, infinice 
PerfeQions, and all three together can have 
but infinite PerfeRjons, Burt ic may be 
| aid that the Enquirer's Notion ſuppoſerh 
that each being God in an inadequate (cnſe, 
each has not infinite PerfeRions. 

73. Eur if each has not infinite, each has 
bur finite PerſeRior.s, and any Number of 
Feings with finice, will never make one 
with infinite Perfe&jons, And if each is a 
Being infinitely perfe&, each is as much 
God 1n the moſt adcquare ſenſe, as all three 
rogether, becauſe all can have but the ſame 
(thar is, infinice Perfe&ions, as cach has 
by himſelf, which nor only proves the Uni- 
on, tur two of the Perſcns wholly uſeleſs 
and needleſs. - For to what end ſhouid there 
be three Perſcns in God, when all three 
are no more wiſe, good and powerful than 
ar.y one is ſingly ? the three have bur the 
ſame Attributes as cach ſingly has. 

74+. Tho this Notion of three inadequate 
Gods is ſtrangely abſurd, yer none of the 
Trinitarians, beſides rhe Author of the 28 
Propoſitions, can ſay that any of their Per- 
ſons is a moſt 'perſeA God, becauſe there 
are two others as perfe& ; nor can they ſay 
that any of them is a moſt high God, becauſe 
there are two that equal him, which none 
can the moſt high God z nor can they ſay 
any is the only true God, fince there are 
ewo cthers as truly God as he 3 nor can they 
fy each is ſupream, becauſe Supremacy ad- 
mics of ro Equality. 

1%. The be @ppoſcch a more cloſe and 
inconceiveable Union between chem than 
any berween firite Beings, yer by making 
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chem a Clab or Cabal of Gods he deſtroys 
this intimate Uuion,and makes them as ſepa- 
rate as ſo many Men for (P. gs.) he ſaith, 
They are delicious Society to one another, and is 
ſo fond of this Notion, that he ſpends ſeve- 
ral Pages co ſhow how they avereala one 
another with mutual Complacerey and tverlaſt- 
ing Harmory. Bur can any thing be more 
ſenſeleſs rhan this? Society, it's erue, is a 
Happineſs tro Men, becauſe they want the 
Afliſtance of one another, and Converſation 
ſerves to inſtrukt and dirert them, wha 
would be otherwiſe oppreſſed with their 
own Thoughts. Bur what Afliſtance can be 
given an Omnipotent Being ? Or, what can 
be diſcovered to an Omniſciene One ? Bur 
I beg his Pardon for forgetting his Gods arc 
bur inadequate, and therefore may be igno- 
rant of ſeveral things, and want each others 
Company to paſs the cime away moſt deli- 
ciouſly, 

76, As groſs as this Notion is, yet I can 
ſee no reaſon why it ſhould ſeem abſurd co 
any Trinicarian, when they ſuppoſe theie 
three Divine Perſons ſo diſlir as that they 
diſcourſe with one another ; and when Man 
was made, they imagine there was a Con- 
ſulr of the whole Trinity about chat weighty 
Aﬀair, and that one ſaid to the others, Lit 
xs make Man: Nay, they do not only ſup- 
=_ that they diſcourſed with one anorher, 

ur that the Son as God really wanted Glory, 
and prayed to the Father ( Joh. 17. FY ro 
give ir him; it is ſirange that a moſt high 
God ſhould want and beg of another to 
ſupply him. 

77. I ſhall make but one Remark more 
on my Enquirer, and then take my leave of 
him; he (P.$53-) faith, ** If it be asked 
©« what we do conceive under the Notion 
« of God bur a neceſſary Spiritual Being ? 
&« T anſwer, this is a true Notion of God, 
« and may be paſſable enough even among 
© Pagars. But if this be a true Notion, 
the other muſt be a falſe one, for Gcd can- 
not be bur one, and yer chree neceſſary Spi- 
ritual Beings, or Eſſcrces3; and if he be 


three ſuch Ecings, the Pagans had a falſe 
s Norion 
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Notion of God : But if the Pagans know 
no other, it is impoſſible we ſhould, be- 
cauſe the Apoſtle ( Rom. 1. 19, 20» _ 


ing of che Pagans, faith, What may vt &nown 
G 


of God is maniſeſt in them; ſor God bath ſhowed 
it them, For the inviſible things of bim from 
the Creation ave clearly ſien, bring anderflood by 
the things that art made, even bis Eternal 
Power and Godhead, Therefore if chere are 
three Divine Perſons cach of cternal Power 
and Godhead, equally Creators and Pro- 
reors of Mankind, the Creation and things 
that are made would have diſcovered them ; 
but they are ſo far from that, that they de- 
monſtrate that there is but one Perſon thar 
created the World. Ir is impoſſible chat the 
ſame numerical AR or AQs of Creation 
could be done by three Perſons, becauſe the 
ſelf-ame A& cannot be done three times ; 
and if one Perſon does an AR, no other 
can do the ſclf-ſame. Conſequently there 
could not be rhree ſupream Creators of 
Man, except you ſuppoſe they divided the 
Work berween them, and one created the 
Head, another the Limbs, and the third 
the Body : But if one Perſon created the 
whole Man, how could two other Perſons 
create him, except the ſame Man was three 
rimes created? It contradiQs our cleareſt 
Idea's ro ſuppoſe that one Perſon does an 
AQion not of the ſame ſort, bur the very 
numerical Ation another does, Bur ſup- 
poſing ir poſſible, can it be preſumed, that 
the Creation of the World, and the things 
that are made, which ſhow the infinite Wiſ- 
dom as well as Power of Ged, and which 
demonſtrates that whatever he has made is 
not in vain and to no purpoſe, ſhould reach 
Men that there are two needleſs arid uſcleſs 
Perſons in God himſelf, whoſe A&ings are 
ro no manner of purpoſe, only to do what 
che firſt Perſon is, not only all-ſufficient ro 
do, bur aRually and wholly does? The Fa- 
ther, it is certain, has both a free Will and 
Power to do and not to do whatever he 
pleaſeth; but if che Son and Spirit muſt 
neceſſarily do the ſame AR, they are no 
orher than neceſſary Agents, and all the 


Power muſt be in him, with whom they 
cannot help doing the ſame As he wholly 
does : Bur if each hasa diſtin Will of his 
own, (as ir is evident they have) wh t ne- 
ceflity is there that they muſt will and aft, 
cſpecially in indifferent Matters, the ſame 
things ? Beſides, it is apparently falſe that 
all three do, or concur ro the doing the ſame 
AQtions ; the Scripture being full of AQi- 
ons, eſpecially rhoſe they do ro one another, 
as one being ſent by another, their going 
from and returning to one another, which 
is impoſlible to ſuppoſe they all equally con- 
curr'd in. Nay, do not the Trinicarians ſay 
that Opera Trinitatis ad intra ſunt diviſa ? 
And what greater Argument can there be 
that they are ſeparate Gods, than that they 
a(t ſeparately ? The Father ated when the 
Son and Spirit did nor, nor could nor a, / 
becauſe they were nor in Being, it being | 
the Father's A& of Generation that gave 
chem cheir Being, So that ic is evident one 
can a& ſeparately, from the others, and 
conſequently they cannot be one bur in a 
Civil, Political or Moral, and not in a Natural 
Senſe. Bur they fay they are one ina Na- 
tural Senſe ad extra, that is, in relation to 
the Creatures, But can the Divine Bcings 
be one and not one in a Natural Senſe, or 
be and nor be at the ſame time naturall 
united ? Bur they cannor deny that they 2& 
ſeparately ad extra, even with reſpe& to the 
Creatures : Did not God the Son take the 
Man Chriſt into his Godhead, when neicker 
of the others rook him into theirs, or were 
united ro him? Nay, they are ſv far from be- 
ing one in a Natural Senſe, that chere is nor 
ſa much as a Moral Union between, them, 
they have different Wills and Inclinations ; 
as for inſtance, The firſt Perſon will nor for- 
give Mankind without having Satisfa&Rion 
given him even by a DivinePerſon; nay,they 
fay his Juſtice could not be ſarisfied with- 
our it, But why could nor the Juſtice of 
the firſt Perſon be ſatisfied withour infinite 
Satisfaction, as well as that of the ſecond 
Perſon, who is the (elf-ſame God, and conſe- 
quently ſamely offended? Yer he is fo far 
D from 
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from tcing of rhe fame Mind with the Fa- 
ther in requiring Sarisfaion ro be given 
him by a Drvine Perſon,or by any other, char 
he freely offered himſelf ro ſuffer, even ro 
Death, ro _ the Wrath of the firſt 
Perſon ; and ſtill interceeds'for us ro the Fa- 
ther, of which there conld be-no need if 
they were of the ſame Mind concerning 
Mankind. As to rhe third Perſon, tho he 
is equally or rather ſamely offended, he 
feems ro be of a different Mind from both, 
and neither gives nor receives SatisfaFion. 

78. By whar has been faid (rho a great 
many more Inſtances might be brought) ir 
is evidem, that they are not one either ad 
intra, 'or ad extra in a natural Senſe, and 
that the Trinitarians (were they confſiſtenr 
with themſelves) can but ſuppoſe them a 
Council or Commitree of Gods, where 
fomerimes 'one is Preſident, and ſomertmes 
another 1s in the Chair, and accordingly 
chings rum in each of their Names, as the 
Works of the Creation in the Father's 
Name, tho each is equally a Crearor, ſo 
rhe Son redeems, and the Spirir ſanQifieth 
Mankind, tho they are all three equally Re- 
deemers and Sar&ifiers. 

79. As the Creation evidemly proves 
that there is but: one Divine Perſon, ſo the 
Prote&ion and Preſervation of the World 
ſuppoſe but one ſupream Governour, even 
that Perſon that created all things. Three, 
each of whom 1s a ſupream Governour, 
{ fupream Power being indiviſible ) is a 
ContradiRion, becauſe it ſuppoſerh each ro 
be and nor to be ſupream. The Heathens 
dividing the ſupream Government of the 
Univerſe berween the three Brerhren Juji- 
ttr, Neptaneand Pluto, was intelligible, be- 
cauſe 'each had ſupream Power, nor over 
the whole, but only a part of the Univerſe, 
1 wonder under what Form of Govern- 
ment the Trivutrarians reckon that of the 
Univerſe ! Monarchy it cavnor be, becauſe 
there is in that bur one Perſon that 15 Su- 
pream, bur here are Three, each of whom 


1s Supream. ; 
8c. As the Creation, Preſervation and 


ſupream Government of the Uriverſe de. 
monſtrate thar there is but one Divine Per- 
ſon, ſo that Adoration, Love and Gratirude, 
that by the Light of Nature as well as God's 
revealed Will, is due for our Creation and 
Preſervation, can be paid but to one Di- 
vine Perſon, whom we are to love and adore 
above all other Perſons and Things 3 which 
is impoſſible ro be done if we muſt pay 
equal Love, Gratitude and Adoration ro 
two others, becauſe that would be robbing 
him, by giving that to others which is his 
due, m which confiſts rhe Crime of Poly. 
cheiſm:; Ir can no ways allay the Crime to 
call chem Perſons inſtead of Gods, *fince 
paying Divine Worſhip tro them does as 
much rob the only One of his due, as if 
you had called rhem ſo many Gods. If ir 
be our Duty (which I ſuppoſe none will 
deny) to love God with all our Hearts and 
Souls above all other Things and Perſons, 
and'ro adore him with all rhe Facultics of 
our Souls and Bodies to the urmoft of our 
Power, it muſt be our Duty to love the 
Father ſo; burthen how is it poſſible co love 
two other Perſons as much as him, and to 
pay them: equal Adoration ? we can then 
give him bur a third of our Devotion, of 
our Love, or of our Hearts and Souls, ex- 
cept we have a _ of Hearrs and Souls, 
In fhorr, k is impoſſible to pay rhar Duty 
which we owe to the Supream Governour 
of the Univerſe (who requires the whole 
Man) to more Divine Perioes than one, as 
Iris to pay Allegiance to more rhan one Su- 
pream Human Perſon. 

8r, In a word, it is ſo very evident by 
the Light of Nature, (which Reyclation 
never contraditts) that there is but one Di- 
vine Being, call him God, Pcrſon, Mind, 
Spirit, or what elſe you pleaſe, with a 
Power to know and do all rhings ; that the 
Heathens were without Excuſe in worſhip- 
ping of ſeveral. And if cheir Crime was 
ſo great, how much greater muſt chcjrs be, 
who not only fin againſt the Light of Na- 
cure, bur alſo exprefs Revelation, in pay- 
ing Divine Worſhip to more than one ne- 
cellary 
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:eſſary Spiritual Being ? If paying Divine 
Worſhip to one Ecing or Perſan is in the 
higheſt ſenſe that can be the acknowledging 
one God, why 1s not paying the ſame Wor- 
ſhip co another Perſon the owning'of ano- 
ther God? If adoring ſeveral Beings, each 
ſiogly and by himſelf, is nor the worſhipping 
more Gods than one, it 1s impoſlible to be 
guilty of Polycheiſm, it is but calling chem 
Divine Almighty Perſons; and cho you fay 
each is God, and pay Divine Worſhip to 
each, you are our of danger of commir- 
ting Idolatry ? 2154 

82. Not only the Unitarians, but all 
Mankind that worſhip bur one Divine Beiog, 
are greatly ſcandalized at thoſe Chriſtians 
that pay Divine Worſhip to ſeveral, and 
demand of them why that which they ac- 
count the greateſt of Crimes inthe Heathens 
ſhould be the greateſt of Verrues in them- 
ſelves. I beſeech you (for jt is. a thing of 
infinice Conſequence) to let me und d 
how the Heathens ip their Devotions did, or 
could do moxe to diſtinguiſh their Divine 
Beings than you, by praying to each by him- 
ſelf ? char is, whenthey hrayen to one they 
did nor pray tothe ocher, bur their Devorion 
terminated on each : Do we nor. do the ſame 
thing ? as when, we pray to the Father, we 
do nor pray to the San, but ro cach by him- 
ſelf: And do we nor give to each the Ticles 
and Attributes of a moſt high God, and in 
our Prayers make as great Diſtin&ion be- 
tween the Farther and Son, as ever the Hea- 
thens did berween Father Jupiter and Son 
Hercules ? Do we not defire ane to be kind 
ta us far the fake of the ather, and one ro 
mediate to the other, and an hundred more 
Inſtances, even where we oppoſe one ta the 
other? And do we not in our Creeds cx- 
preſly ſay, the Son is God of God, very God 
of very God ? How can we alter that prerend 
to ſay they are the ſame God? In a ward, 
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ir is impoſſible for the Heathens to relate 
more different or more oppoſite Aﬀtions of 
Tupiter and Hercules, than you do of God 
the Father and God the Son, which demon- 
ſtrates that you make as great a Diſtintion 
or Difference between Objefts of your De- 
votion as they did, or as ir is poſſible to do, 
Nay, it is impoſſible for Men ro conceive 
them the ſame God, when ſuch &iffercnr 
Adcions are reported of them, as God the 
Father ſending God che Son, and then again, 
boch ſending the Spirit; God the Son de- 
ſcending; from Heaven and afſumipg Fleſh, 
when neither of che others did ; Again, 
God the Spirit deſcended in a Bodily Shape, 
God the Father or God the Son not deſcend- 
ing, and an hundred other A&ions which the 
Scripture relates of one God, and debics of 
rhe other rwo Gods, In ſhort, all the 
Difference berween you and the Pagans (as 
all Mankind beſides your felves agree in) is, 
that cho you alike warſhip more Beings than 
one, yet they do not increaſe their Guile 
by denying cheir Polycheiſm, nor are they 
ſo cruel in perſecuring them that differ 
from them, nor do they ſo much fin againft 
their own Reaſon, in framing fo many ab- 
ſurd.inconfiſtent Notions, and contradictory 
Articles of Belief. 

83- Theſc things are (o frequently ob- 
zcRed, and (o hitle Care is taken to anſiver 
them by our Writers, who, for the moſt 
part are only fond of venting abſurd and 
filly Hyporheſes inconſiſtent with their man- 
ner of Worſhip, that I thought I could not 
do better than to repreſent theſe things to 
you, that we may (it ic be poſſible) receive 
a full and (arisfatary Anſwer, As to the 
Authors of the 28 Propoſitions, and of the 
Enquiry, their Notjons are much more to- 
lerable than what has been urged by others, 
and they avoid a great many ContradiQions 
others are full of ;/ | 
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CHAP. IX. 
Of the Defence of Dr. Sherlock's Notions. 


)U T none ſo much as the Author of the 
Defence of the Dean of Pav/s againſt 

the Animadverter, in which one might after 
ſo long a Silence of the Dean, reaſonably 
expe all that can be ſaid ro clear him from 
the Impuration of Tritheiſm, ſo much and 
ſo home charged on him by his own 


ty. 

84. The Deſign of his Book ſeems to be, 
to prove that thoſe that pay Divine Worſhip 
to three Perſons, are as much guilty of Ido- 
latry, as they that worſhip three Minds, be- 
cauſe Mind and Perſon are the ſame; and 
he proves they are the ſame with one ano- 
ther, becauſe they are the ſame with God 
and (P.84.) every Perſon is by himſelf 
God, and God is an infinire Mind ; and 
(P.83.) God and infinite Mind are conver- 
tible Terms, and that God is an infinite 


Mind, and an infinice Mind is God ; and thar. 


the Socinians therefore conelude, that God 
is but one Perſon, becauſe God is but one 
infinice Mind. If God, infinite Mind, and 
Perſon, are convertible Terms, there is no- 
thing more contained in the Idea of one 
than of the others, they are only differen 
words to expreſs the ſame Being. How can 
he then, without contradifting himſelf, 


 fay, that there are three Perſons or Minds, 


and not three Gods; or ſay three Minds by 
murual Conſcioufne(s are one Mind, without 
ſaying three Perfons are by the ſame bur 
one Perſon? And ('P. 91.) tho he makes no 
Diſtin&ion berween Eſſence, or Subſtance 
and Perſon; the Divine Efſence he ſaith is a 
ſubſtantial Perſon, or che Divine Subſtance, 
yer he will by no means allow as many Sub- 
ſtances as Perſons. But to avoid the Con- 
tradition of three Perſons and but one 
Eſſence, ſince he makes Perſon and Efſence 


the ſame, he faith the Eſſence is repeated - 
without being multiplied, nay, wichour the 
leaſt Change or Alteration in three diſtin& 
Perſons : bur muſt not then a Pcrſon, ſince 
Perſon and Eflence are the ſame, be re- 
peated in three Eſſences without the leaſt 
Change or Alteration ? Burt whar can Repeti- 
tion be, or whar can it cauſe, when it makes 
no manner of Change or Alteration? Is 
not Repetition a numerical Multiplication ? 
If ir be nor that, ir is nothing art all, and he 
uſeth Diſtintions withour any manner of 
difference ; ſo he does when he ſaith the 
Divine Eſſence is not a ſingle, bur an indi- 
vidual Eſſence; If he knew any difference 
berween ſingle and individual, or berween 
Repetition or Multiplication,why had he nor 
ſhown it? If che Divine Eſſence is bur one, 
ir is ſingle; if ir be: nor ſingle, ir muſt be 
double or treble, and conſequently a double 
or treble God : Bur how can he help making 
three Eſſences, when (P. 36.) the ſubſtan- 
tial Perſons are as diſtin& as any three Men 
whatſoever ? and three Men who are cflen- 
tially, ſubſtantially diftin&, are certainly 
three diſtin Efſences, Whar he faith (P. 

1.) is a whole Troop of ContradiQions, 
© That the whole Divine Eſſence js origi- 
&« nally in God the Father, that this ſame 
« Efſence was by eternal Generation com- 
« municared to the Son, and ſubſiſls di- 
« ſtin&ly in him, and that the ſame Eſſence 
« is by crernal Proceflion communicated by 
* the Father and Son ro the Spirit, and ſub- 
« fiſts diſtinQly in him. 

85, If the Father communicated his Eſ- 
ſence to the Son, he communicated himſelf, 
who is no ways diſtin from his Efſence ; or 
could he give his numerical Eſſence to his 
Son, and yer keep ir himtelf? which 1s to 
keep 
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keep ir and yer part with ir, to give ir and 
not to give it. Did the Father and Son com- 
municate each a whole Eſſence, or but each 
a part to the Spirit? if each a whole, chen 
he has two Eſſences ; if each a part, then the 
Divine Eſſence is diviſible. If each has the 
ſame numerical Eſſence, and conſequently 
the ſame Properties; and if there are ſuch 
things in the Divine Eſſence as Modes, the 
ſame Modes, becauſe they are the Modes of 
the Divine Eſſence, which is the ſame in 
each Perſon ; what Difference or what Di- 
ſtinion is there berween them? And what 
makes the Abſurdiry the more palpable is, 
that each enjoys the Eſſence diſtinaly, and 
yet it is incommon3 but what js it to en- 
joy a thing diſtinRly, bur to have ir ro ones 
ſelf diſtint from all others, and conſe- 

ntly not in common? Ir's true, ſeveral 
things are ſaid to be in common, that is, un- 
divided, as a Field, where each Perſon cn- 
Joys his ſhare of ir by feeding his propor- 
tion of Carre], but no two can have the 
ſame, the ſame thing, or a Right to the ſame 
thing, except Dr. Sher/ock's rwo Kings, who 
in his caſe of Allegiance have at the ſame 
time a Right to the ſame Crown, Bur theſe 
Abſurdiries are not ar all ſtrange in a Man 
that can aſſert a thing is diſtin, and yer the 
ſame, as (FP. 20.) he faith an Image-man 
is diſtin& trom the Original Man, and yer 
the ſame with him. 

86. He faith the three Perſons are nor 
three Gods, becauſe they have nor ſeparate 
Exiſtence; but if the Perſons have t as he 
ſaith, P. 36.) all Divine PerfeRions as di- 
ſtin& from each other as any chree Perſons 
whatſoever, they are, tho not ſeparate, yer 
diverſe and different Gods,and the worſhip- 
ping three different and diverſe Gods is cer- 
tainly as much Polycheiſm as the worſhip- 
ping three ſeparate Gods. Bur 2s long as 
each has a Power to know and do every 
thing, without the Help and Afliſtance of 
the ochers; and there are a great many Ex- 
amples where one afts when the others do 
not, ic 1s an evident Demonſtration .they 
are as (ſeparate to all Intents aud Purpoſes, 


as we can imagine Spirtcual Beings to be. 
—_ this 1 have ſufficiently ſpoken al- 
ready. | 

87. Yertif there were need of any other- 
Argument to prove they have a ſeparate- 
Exiſtence, he according to his uſual Me-- 
thod of pulling down what he deſigns ro 
build up, affords us a Demonſtration ; for 
(P. 43-) he faith, thar Self-conſciouſneſs 
makes a Mird or Spirit one with ir-ſelf, and 
diſtinguiſheth and ſeparates ic from all ocher 
Minds and Spirits. And conſequently the 
Three Divine Minds or Perſons a are ſelt- 
conſcious Beings, are Three ſeparate Minds, 
becauſe each's Self-conſciouſneſs makes 
him a diſtin& and ſeparate Mind from the 
reſt, Bur he ſaich, they are unſeparate by 
Murual-conſciouſneſs : Bur can thoſe Beings, 
who are always ſeparate by Self-conſciouſ- 
neſs, becauſe always ſelf-conſcious, be unſe- 
parate by Mutual-conſciouſneſs 3 which is ro - 
be, and not to be ſeparate at the ſame rime ? 

£8, Afﬀcer all the ſlir he makes abour: 
Murual-conſciouſneſs, it is evident all Con- 
(ciouſneſs muſt be Self-conſciouſneſs : for 
what-ever Knowledg ſeveral Beings may 
have of one another, yer each is conſcious 
of this Knowledg, by his own Self-conſciouſ- 
neſs, becauſe a Being can only be conſcious 
of what he himſelf knows ; and whatever 
Subje& his Knowledg is converſant abour, 
it muſt be his own Knowledg he is conſcious 
of. And if the Perſons are conſcious that - 
one 1s not the other, and that'cach is God, - 
chey muſt be conſcious that they are Three 
Gods, Ir is impoſlible ro ſuppoſe them 
Three Gods, without ſuppoſing each to be 
conſcious of ail that is in the others; other- 
wiſe it would (fince they cannot bur be 
conſcious of what they know) argue Igno» 
rance in chem z3 and the more chey are rhus 
conſcious, the more they apprehend them» 
ſelves to be Three Gods 3 the ſame God can 
never be mutually conſcious with himſelf, 
It Minds or Spirizs have no ocher ways of + 
being one, but by Murual conſciouſneſs, 
(which he affirms in ſeveral places) they 
can never ke ove 3 for they muſt be one, 
before + 


before they can be conſcious that they are 
one, which he cannor deny : And (P. 71.) 
he faich, to affirm they are one by Mutual- 
conſciouſneſs, is nor ro affirm that Murual- 
conſciouſneſs is the Cauſe of rthetr being 
One : Burt is not that by which they are 
one, the Cauſe of cheir being one ? 


£9. I am afraid I have tired my Reader 
with che Repericion of ſo- much nauſeous 
ſtuff; therefore 1 ſha!l ſay no more of this 
profound Author, bur that it js no wonder 
that his whole Book (where we have 
Idea's of what he ſaith) is nothing elſe bur 
ſaying and unſaying things, fince he has a 
mind to keep his old Tritheiſtical Notion 
of Three infinite Subſtances, as diſtin& as 
any Beings whatever 3 and yer to aſſert with 
his good _ Friend the Animadvercer, that 
there is bur One infinite Subſtance. 


go. I think-it is not ſtrange that a Man, 
who could fo perverſly maintain a Doctrine 
ſo oppoſite to the good of Mankind, as 
abſolure Paſflive Obedience is, and had the 
Aſſurance to preach up Slavery to be Fare 
Divine, ſhould openly promote another (0 
dire&ly contrary to the Honour of One God, 
as the paying Divine Worſhip co Three in- 
* finice Almighty Spirirs ; (who no more dif- 
fer from Three Gods, than Repetirion and 
Multiplication do differ from one another ;) 
by which he has done his utmoſt (and no 
more can be expeRed) to deſtroy the two 
grand Commandments, (of which the ©- 
ther are but ſo many Branches) the Ho- 
nour of God, and the Good of Mankind; 
both which SubjeAs he has handled alike, 
that is, he has not writ a Page withour 
contradidting himſelf. Bus I ſhall ſay no 
more of him, though lefs I ought not to fay 
of a Man that fo abominably prevaricates, 
and' banters in a Subjet of infinite Con- 
cern 3 and he that gives no quarter, bur 
treats all his Adverſaries with Scorn, Con- 
rempt, and Billingſgate, can hardly expeR 
Panegyricks : Bur I leave him to the Anj- 
madverter, againſt whom his Book is chicf- 
ly deſigned, ro do Mankind and himſelf 
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Juſtice on the moſt ſelf-nconfitene, and 
(he would not fcruple to add) the moſt ſelf- 
cancered cf all felf-confcrous Animals. 


91. But ro rerurn, there are none of 


theſe Hypotheſes bur whar the Hearhens as 
well as the Orchodox, might have made uſe 
of to juſtify their Polyrtherſm, and yer con- 
rinued to have their ſeveral Objes of Di- 
vine Worſhip, and their ufual manners of 
worſhipping them. Might they not have 
ſaid they were but one God, becauſe they 
had bur one common Nature ? or one God, 
becauſe there was an inconceiveable cloſe 
Union berween them ? Or might they nor 
have ſaid, that Father Satuyz communicated 
his numerical Efſence to a mulrirude of Sons 
and Daughters? or ſaid, that tho each is 
God, they were ſeveral Modes of one God ? 
or faid that they were bur one God by mu- 
rual Conſciouſneſs? Or, whar if they had faid 
they were ſeveral Perſons and but one God, 
tho each Perſon was God? What Anſwer 
would be made to a Heathen that would be 


fo poor ſpirited as ro banter afrer a Trinj- 


rarian Manner, buronly, if you beſieve chem 
bur one God, why do you worſhip them as 
ſeveral, each by himſelf? Would nor fuch 
an Anſwer equally affet a Trinicarian 2s 
well as a Heathen, fince the Perfons he a- 
dores are as much diſhn& Obje&s of Divine 
Worſhip,zs thoſe the Heathens worfſhi ? 
And if ſuch Pretences would nor excufe the 
Heathens from being gwttry of Polyrheiſm, 
why ſhould it che Trimitarians ? If having 
three Objects of Divine Worſhip, a Divine 
Perfon rhat is called rhe Father, anorher 
Divine Perfon thar is called rhe Son, and a 
third that is called che Spirit, who are 
adored each by himſelf, be nor owning 
more Gods than one, why 1s a rhonfand 
Obje&s of Divine Worſhip owning more 
Gods, ſince thouſands as well as three are 
bur Unires multiplied ? And if having one 
Divine Perſon for an Obje& of the higheſt 
Worſhip is adoring one God, the having 
three will be as niuch the having three 
Gods, as the having a thouſand will be a 
thouſand Gods, Bur the Trinitarians _ 
they 
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. they cannot be puilty of Polychciſm, excepe 
' they calltheir three ObjeRs of Divine Wor- 
ſhip three Gods, as if the Names they call 
them by would alrer the matter. If one 
call chem three Gods, and ancther three 
Perſons, if they agree in che Idea's, and one 
means the ſame by Perſon as the other does 
by God, viz. an infinite Almighty Being, as 
they ſay each of the three Perſons 1s, they 
are equally guilry of Polytheiſm. Ir 1s nor 
barely affirming that there are ſeveral Gods, 
if People do not pay Divine Worſhip to 
them, that makes them guilty of Idolatry ; 
ſo on the contrary, if they ſay there 1s bur 
one God, and yer have ſeveral Objetts of 
Divine Worſhip, and give to each ſeverally, 
fepararely and 'apart from the other, all Di- 
vine Titles and Attributes, tho they called 
them, when they pretend to vindicate them- 
ſelves from Polytheiſm, Modes, Faculties, &c. 
that would not hinder chem from being 
guilty of Idolatry. Is it not the Deſign 
both of the Old and New Teſtament, to 
forbid People having ſeveral Objects of Di- 
vine Worſhip? And if Oneneſs, when ap- 
plied ro God, is nor to be taken in the ſame 
ſenſe as when applied to other Beings, Men 
could never diſtinguiſh berween Polytheiſm 
and Theiſm. Ts not One God one Infinite 
Spirir, as one Angel js a finite one? Does 
not Chrift declare God is a Spirit, how then 
dare People ſay that God 1s three Minds, 
Spirits, Intelligent Perſons ? 

92. Befides, what can be more ridiculous 
than the Atrempr of the real Trinitarians, 
in cndeavouring to prove thar three Uncre- 
ate, Erernal, Almighty, All-knowing Spirits, 
Minds, Intelligent Efſences, each of whom 
is God, are but one Uncreate, Eternal, Al- 
mighty, All-knowing Mind, . Spirit, Efſence 
or God ? which is to ſay, that nor only chree 
Spirits, Eſſences, Gods, are but one Spirit, 
Eſſence or God, but that three Uncreate, 
three Eternals, three Almighties, three All- 
knowing, arc but one Uncrearte, cne Eternal, 
one Almighty, one All-knowing? Is it nor 
abſurd in it (elf ro ſay, one God 1s com- 
pounded (or what other Term you make 


uſe of ) of thiree Guds, or-three Almigt.ty 
Perſons? Bur is it nor much more abſurd 
to pay Divine Worſhip to every one of the 
three? which 1s ating contrary to your 
words ; and it demonſtrates that you do 
not take God ro be compounded of three, 
bur that they are three Gods: the more 
you ſay they are but one God, the more 
you contradi& your ſelves in ſaying each is 
God. Each God, ſince they are all three 
numerically diſtin& Eſſences, muſt be eſſen- 
tially different from the reſt, and conſe- 
quenely a different God for the ſame God. 
— ncver be cflentially different from him- 
elt. 

93. But the Nominal Trinirarians moſt 
groſly prevaricare in pretending that the 
Three are three Modes, three Faculties, 
three Attributes of God, when they, by 
paying the higheſt Adoration to each by 
himſelf, own them to be three Gads ; no» 
thing can be at a greater diſtance than their 
ARtions and their Words ; yet this much 
muſt be ſaid for them, thar they evidently 
demonſtrate the real or ſubſtantial Trinira» 
rians are dire& Polytheiſts, and on the con- 
trary, the Real prove the Nominals no other, 
I mean in their Writings, than diſguiſed Unj- 
tarians, and that they really deſtroy the Per- 
ſons and confound the Trinity. And indeed 
as long as both own there is no more in 
the Idea of God, than there is in every 
one of the Three, which they cannot deny 
as long as they ſay every one of them 1s 
God, it is impoſſible not tro confound the 
Three, or elſe nor to ſet up three Gods, Ir 
is nor ſaying there are three Modes, Attri- 
bures, Eſſences, Somewhatrs in God, thac 
makes the Unttarians oppoſe you, they would 
not give themſelves nor ycu the trouble ro 
confure ſuch ridiculous Notions, if you did 
not make that a Prerence to pay Divine 
Worſhip ro each of the Three, now ro one, 
and then to another, and ſtraight roa third,. 
which (as I have already proved) can never 
be done withour Idolarry, 

94. Ir would be much more generous as 
well as honeſt, (ſay rhe Unitarians) to own- 
your: 


your worſhipping of three Gods, than to 
ſhuffle backward and forward, ſay and un- 


fay, and ſtuff a Creed with more Contra- 
ditions than there are Lines in it, and in- 
vent ſo many abſurd and ſenſeleſs DiſlinRi- 
ons, which none would do, bur to hide and 
diſguiſe whar is moſt abſurd Polytheiſm, 


+ -which yer in your publick Worſhip (where 


there is no room for ſuch DiſtinRion;) is 


. .as evident as that of che Heathens, becauſe 


yu as much diſtinguiſh God the Father 


om God the Son, or God the Spirir, as ever 


they did God Fupiter from G 
God Pluto. And it is evident that in Scrij 
rure God the Farther is as much diſtioguiſh- 
ed from the Son, as two Men or Angels can 
bez and Mankind that are incapable of a 
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95. | b5 chief Artifice by which the 

| Doctrine of the Trinity has ſo 
long prevailed is, by perſwading People thar 
rhey muſt not examine into the Reaſfonable- 
neſs of it, becauſe it is a Myſtery which they 
fay 1s above Reaſon, and which we ought to 
believe whether we apprehend ir or nor. 
Children, like White Paper, are capable of 
any Impreſſion, and if they muſt not when 
Men examine into the Reaſonableneſs of 
what they have been taught, becauſe it is 
pretended to be a Myſtery, they may be ob- 
liged to aſſert the moſt abſurd and ſenſeleſs 
Things as well as the moſt rational. 

96. A few words concerning what we are, 
and what we are not capable of believing, 
will, 1 hope, put an end to this long and 
tedious Controverſy concerning Myſteries, 
The Subje& of any Man's Belief are thoſe 
Idea's he has in his Mind concerning any 
thing; and he believes a thing co be true, 
when he ſuppoſerh thoſe Idea's he has of it 
are agreeable to, or do repreſent the thing 
as it is: we can have no Belief when we 
have no Idea's to exerciſe our Belief about; 
and if we have but a few, or imperfe& Idea's, 
our Belief can be extended no farther than 
thoſe few or imperfc& Idea's. 

97. As we cannot believe where we have 
no Idea's, ſo we cannot believe thoſe Idea's 


that are contradiRory to be true, becauſe 
they contain an Affirmation and a Negation 
of the ſame thing, If ic were poflible to 
believe cicher a Myſtery, or a ContradiQion, 
ic ſeems more ealy to believe the latter, be- 
cauſe in a Contradiion we have Idea's and 
thoſe too ſo clear and diſtin&, that we know 
ic 1s impoſſible ro predicate chem at the 
ſame time of any one Subje&, whether Di- 
vine or Human, Bur ina Myſtery we have 
no Idea's at all : by this any one may judg of 
this grand Diſpyte between the Trinitarians 
and Unirarians concerning Myſteries in gene- 
ral,and parcicularly the deepeſt of all Myſte- 
ries, thoſe of the Trinity, which the Jatter 
ſay they are incapable of believing, becauſe 
they have no Idea's concerning them,or none 
but contradiory ones, They do not disbe- 
lieve rhem, becauſe they cannot (as their Ad- 
verſaries moſt difingenuoufly objeR againſt 
chem) apprehend the manner how they are 
done, but becauſe they do not apprehend 
what the things are that are to be be- 
lieved. On the contrary, the Orthodox 
upon all occaſions thunder it from their 
Pulpits, that Matters of Faith are above 
Reaſon, and that God has a Right to require 
of us to believe on his Word what we do 
not apprehend or underſtand ; that is, we 
muſt believe thoſe Idea's we have of a 
Myſtery 


Neptune, or , 
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Myſtery to be true, tho by irs being a My- 
ſtery we have no Idea's at all concerning it 3 
and they pretend to give Inſtances in ſeveral 
things which they ſay we are to believe, tho 
we do not underſtand them ; and that God's 
Eternity, Infinity, Omnipreſence can be no 
more apprehended than the Trinity. 

$8. The Idea's we have of God's Ercr- 
niry, Infiniry, Omnipreſence, Omniſcience, 
and all that we are required to believe con- 
cerning them, are ſo clear and diſtin, that 
an ordinary Capacity apprehends what we 
mean when we ſay that God is Eternal, Infi- 
nite, Omniſcient, Omnipreſent. Tho theſe 
things themſelves are intelligible, yer the 
manner of them is impoſſible to be appre- 
hended, and as we are now framed, we are 
not capable of having ir revealed to us3z and 
none _ a blind Metaphyſician who pre- 
tends to know all things, but really knows 
nothing, would be ſo vain as to attempt to 
explain the manner of God's Omnipreſence, 
or his Omniſcience. Ir is no wonder there 
arc inſuperable Difficulties abour the manner 
of things of this nature, when there are as 
great Difficulties in apprehending the man- 
ner of Nature's operating in the moſt com- 
mon things, which things none disbelieveth, 
becauſe he does not apprehend how they 
are done. Who disbelieverh there 1s ſuch a 
Creature as Man, tho he does not know how 
he was formed ? Bur it is quite otherwiſe 
when we cannot apprehend the things them- 
ſelves, there is then an abſolute Impoſlibili- 
ty of believing them 3 none can believe that 
God is three Perſons, and yer one Perſon 
is God, the very ſame God that is three 
Perſons 3 ſo none can believe that the Idea of 
God is contained inthe Idea of Perſon, and 
yer there are not as many Gods as Perſons : 
Nor can we believe that God is three ways 
the ſame God. The Schools make ufe of 
this Cant for no other Reaſon, but becauſe 
it being unintelligible, they thought ir could 
not be confured : bur the ſame Unintelligi- 
bleneſs that hinders ir from being confured, 
hinders ir from being believed. And -we 
6an as little belieye that there are three in- 
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finice Wiſdoms, Powers, e&:. in one God, 
which is adding infinice Addicions to what is 
already Infinice, which yer muſt be, if there 
are,as the real Trinicarians ſay, three infinite- 
ly Wiſe, Powerful Minds, Spirits, Eſſences, 
Intelligent Perſons in one God. In a word, 
there never was or ever can be a Trinita- 
rian, becauſe ir is impoſſible ro believe ſo 


plain a Contradidtion, as that all three are * 
bur one God, and yer every one of the - 


Three is a God, Bur it is generally ſaid our 
Idea's are groſs and material, and therefore 
we muſt not believe of infinite and imma- 
terial things as they repreſent them to us, 

99. Whatſoever God has deſigned we 
ſhould believe, he has made us capable of 
having clear and diſtin Idea's of : But tho 
ir ſhould be granted that we may have falſe 
Conceprions and Idea's of things, yet the 
utmoſt we can do, is to believe or not be- 
lieve thoſe Idea's; where they fail, there 
our Belicf muſt end. God has fer the ſame 
Limits to our Belief as ro our Perceptions ; 
and Belief belongs to us as we are Rational 
Creatures: what is above our Reaſon ro ap- 
prehend, is alſo above our Belief: withour 
che Bounds of our Reaſon we are bur upon 
the ſame Level with Beaſts, and are no more 
than they capable of Belief, or of having 
any thing revealed to us, 

100, As we are not capable of believing 
where we have no Idea's, or none but con- 
tradiory, ſo where we have clear and di- 
ſtin& Idea's we cannot be miſtaken, withour 
deſtroy ing the Principles and Foundation of 
all Knowledg and all Evidence, even of the 
Exiſtence of a God and of all Religion, as 
well Natural as Revealed : For whar other 
Motive have I to believe there is a God, 
but becauſe my Reaſon gives me clear and 
diſtin& Idea's of the Truth of it? And ir is 
by Reaſon alone that we can judg whether 
God has any revealed Will, or which is his 
revealed Will; and if there ſhould be any 
thing in that which is ſaid co be his revealed 
Will contrary to Reaſon, ir would deſtroy 
the only Argument we have to believe ir the 
Word of God, Reaſon is as much the Word, 
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the Will, and Revelation of God as the 
written Word it ſelf, and without which 
the writcen Word would be wholly uſeleſs. 
101. We cannot be as ſure of any thing 
we receive by Tradition, as we are of thoſe 
things Ged has diſcovered to us by original 
Revelation, I mean thoſe things of which 
tic has given us clear and diſtiri&t Idea's : we 
cannor be (ſo cerrain as we are of theſe, 
; that Ged ſo long ſince revealed his Will to 
' ſuch Perſons, or that they did not miſtake 
{ their Fancies and Dreams for Revelation, or 
thar they did rightly apprehend what was 
- ſpoken ro them, and thar 1t has been ex- 
aRly and religiouſly delivered down co us at 
| ſo great a diſtance without any Alterations 
or Additions; or that we apprehend 1c In the 
| right ſenſe, confidering moral things are 
; capable of receiving vaſtly difterent Inter- 
{ prerations, and the Divine Speech as well 
'-as Human is ſubjeQto divers Senſes; eſpe- 
cially ſince we are fo little acquainted with 
the particular Phraſes and peculiar Idioms of 
the Tongues the Scripture was written 1n, 


| } and thoſe Cuſtoms among the Eaſtern Na- 


tions it ſo much alludes ro. To which an 
| hundred things might be added, as the diffe- 
rent Readings, the different Significations of 
the ſame Words, and even the different 
Pointings, which alone may ſtrangely vary 
the Senſe. Eur the innumerable SeRs of 
Chriſtians rhat ſo widely differ about the 
meaning of the plaineſt Texts, ſufficiently 
ſhew how ſubje& we are to miſtake ; there» 
.- fore to prefer Tradition before our cleareſt 
Idea's, 15 to prefer probable before cercain, 
Belief before Knowledg, that which we poſl1- 
bly may be miſtaken in, betore what we 
are moſt certain of; which would leaye no 
difference between Truth and Falſhood, no 
means of Credible and Incredible ; which 
- would deſtroy all the Principles and Foun- 
' dation of that Knowledg Ged has given us, 
and render all our Faculties uſeleſs, and 
wholly confound the moſt excellent Parr of 
his Workmanſhip, our Underſtanding. In 
ſhore, if we admit not that there is a due 
Capacity in the Soul of Man to judg ſound- 
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ly concerning Matters of Religion, we do 
entirely root out the Grounds of all Religi- 


on, we make our ſclves meer Machines, un- * 


capable of Vertue and Vice, of Good and 
Evil. and if, on the other fide, we admit 
the Adequareneſs of our Capacities, and the 
Refirude of our Judgments in theſe Matters, 
and ar the ſame time pretend ro maintain 
che Truth of che Chriſtian Religion, we 
muſt allow there is an exa& Conformity he- 
rween the Principles of the one and of the 
other, for rhere can be no Diſagreement in 
Truth; and if Chriſtianity were found con- 
tradictory to any thing the Light of Na- 
rure makes manifeſt, or ſhould require of 
us to believe any thing of which we could 
form no Idea's, or none but contradi 
ones, we ſhould be forced fo far to acknow- 
ledg ir faulty and falſe; and therefore if 
any Expreſſion in Scripture ſeems to re- 
quire the Belief of any ſach, we muſt in- 
rerpret ſuch Expreſſions in a figurative 
Senſe. 

102, Itis indeed 1mpoſlible,as we are now 
made, to have any thing which we clearly 
apprehend is a Contradiction to be revealed 
ro us, and we cannot have clearer Idea's 
of any rhing chan of Numbers; we perfettly 
apprehend the difference of three and 
one : therefore, 1f it ſhould he prerend- 
ed ro be revealed that three and one are 
the ſame, which they muſt be if three Per- 
ſons and one are the ſame numerical God, 
becauſe there is no more in the three Per- 
ſons chan in one ; ſo that three and one, and 
Perſon and Perſans, which are the SubjeQs 
of three and one, are the ſame numerical 
Being ; all that is in his caſe really reveal- 
ed, 15 the Letrers and Words without any 
other meaning, than that three, which is one 
thrice multiplied, by being the ſame with 
one, is not thrice multiplied. To ſay three 
Perſons and one Perſon are the ſame God, is 
as great a ContradiQion, as to ſay three Per- 
ſons and one Perſon are the ſame, becauſe 
(as I have already proved) God and Per- 
ſon are the ſame z which inſtead of being a 
rational Faith, deſtroys both our —_ 
an 
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and Faith. But becauſe Myſtery has been 
the Pretence, by which ſome Men for ſo 
many Apes have ſolemnly repeated Propo- 
ſitions as neceſſary to Salvation, which they 
could no more apprehend than a round 
Square, or a Mountain without a Valley: I 
ſhall add one word or two more concerning 
it, and then conclude, 

103. Myſtery can never be a part of Re- 
ligion, becauſe it cannot tend to che Honour 
| of God, ſince it is what we know of God, 
\ not what we do not know, that makes us 
© honour him : the more we know of him 
{ the more we honour him, and the leſs rhere 
| js of Myſtery in Religion, the brighter and 
clearer it appears. And it would be incon- 
+ ſiſtent with the Goodneſs of God, who would 
| have all Men come to the Knowledg of 

his Truth, not ro give us clear and diſtin 
Idea's of what we are to believe or praQiſe, 
His Laws are a trial of ( what is in our 
' Power) our Obedience, bur not of ( what is 
nor) our Underſtanding. And how difficulr 
ſoever they are in their Pradtice, they are 
plain and eaſy in their Theory, and ſuted to 
! the Capacity of the Unlecarned and Simple, 
far the greateſt part ot Mankind. As Myſtery 
can no ways tend to the Honour of God, 


ſo ir can no ways promote (tho the Myſtery 
of iniquity may the Gain of ſome parti- 
cular Perſons) the Good of Man, M;ſteries 
are ſo far from being a parr of Religion, that 
ic was the chief End of Chriſt's coming to 
deſtroy them, that 1s, by revealing riiem, 
which 1s the only way a Myſtery or Secret 
can be deſtroyed ; and the end of the Apo» 
ſtles Miſſion was to make known thoſe things 
which until chen were Myſteries, and to 
bring to Light to thoſe thar ſar in Darkneſs, 
the hidden things of God, 

104. In ſhort, if Chriſt and Antichriſt 
are diametrically opp-ſite, the Signs and 
Characters that belong to each muſt be as 
oppoſite. Can Myſtery, ro which may be 
added Perſecution (the only Arts by which 
Popery has prevail'd) which are the chief 
Signs and CharaRers of Antichriſt, and are 
written on the Forehead of rhe mighty 
Whore, by pretence of which ſhe diſplays 
her horrid Blaſphemies, be Signs and To- 
kens to diſcover Chriſt and his Doarine by ? 
Whar has Chriſt to do with Antichriſt? or 
15 the Faith our Saviour taught, ſo near akin 
ro the Idolatrous Blaſphemics of the Man 
of Sin, that both ſhould have the ſame Marks, 
rhe ſame Characters, the ſame Tokens? 


The Concluſion. 


Io5. RY I muſt beg your Pardon for 

having exceeded the uſual length 
of a Letter 3 therefore I ſhall only add, that 
you (if any) who are as numerous, and [ 
think as learned as ever any Council was, are 
the moſt capable to free the Doctrine of the 
Trinity from theſe (ar leaſt ſeeming) Con- 
traditions z which if you undertake to ſolve, 
I defire you will tell us what you mean by 
Perſon and God. And that no Deceit may 
lie in obſcure, doubtful or ambiguous Terms, 
if you make uſe of any ſuch,or put an uncom- 
mon Senſe (which ſome call a Theological 


THE 


Senſe) on common Words, that you will 
explain them, and in thorc, write ſo intellj- 
gibly, that you may make it appear, that 
what you write, is only for the ſake of Truth, 
and not for any fſimiſtcr Ends 3 by which 
means all unprejudiced Chriſtians may know 
whether the Do&rine of the Trinicy is con- 
ſiſtent with ir ſelf, and che Light of Nature, 
which will be a great Obligation on all thoſe 
char love the Honour of che only trye God, 
bur eſpecially on, 


Dec. 10. 1694+ 
E IN D. 


Sirs, Tours, &c. 


—— 


ERRAT A. Page 5. col. 2, line antepenult, for or, read and, P. 9. C. 2, 1. 19, r, it ſelf- 
P. 20, C. 1,1, 25. I. be init. P. 22. Ce. 1. 1. 12,1, Boſt truts 


